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ABSTRACT
The Effects of Feedback on the Behavioral Profile of Preservice Teachers Across Three
Educational Levels of the Physical Education Student Teaching Experience
J. Scott Townsend

The student teaching experience represents one of the most important components of a
novice physical educator’s preservice preparation. However, current research raises several
important issues regarding the cooperating teacher’s role as clinical supervisor. At the present
time a less than complete picture exists of the effect of feedback using systematic behavioral data
by cooperating teachers on their assigned preservice teacher in a variety of settings. This study
adds to a research base that has rarely used behavior analytic designs in the past decade.
A reversal to baseline research design was used to determine whether cooperating
teachers could provide systematically collected data in combination with prescriptive feedback
and change the behavioral profile of student teachers and their pupils at three different
educational levels, specifically elementary, middle, and high school. The participants were two
student teachers who each taught at the same high school and elementary schools, but differing
middle schools. Results showed that in regards to the student teacher’s behavior and that of their
students, the cooperating teacher made positive changes by providing data only and also by
providing data augmented by prescriptive feedback. Furthermore, each intervention was
successful across all three levels of education. On particular intervention did not necessarily out
perform the other and there were no order effects observed. However, while no order effects
were present, the variable of time did appear to be an issue in relation to the performance of the
independent variables.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction
Supervision, in the literature of teacher education is generally referred to as the process
involved in nurturing neophyte teachers (Glickman & Bey, 1990). The culminating event in most
teacher education programs for undergraduate preservice teachers is the student teaching field
placement. The student teaching experience represents one of the most important components of
a novice physical educator’s preservice preparation. Neide (1996) states, “in its present form,
however, the experience may be of dubious value” (p. 14). Current research raises several
important issues regarding the cooperating teacher’s role as supervisor. These potentially
problematic issues include the lack of defined roles in the student teaching triad, the relative
inactivity of cooperating teachers, and a lack of data based performance assessment during the
student teaching placement.
Numerous researchers have documented the differences in understanding among the
cooperating teacher, student teacher and university supervisor in the definition and expectations
of each others’ roles (Castillo, 1971; Grimmett & Ratzlaff, 1986; Kapel & Sadler, 1978). Each
role is comprised of a set of expectations for the individual who assumes it as well as the others
involved in the triad. The disparity between each role adds to an ambiguity in the effectiveness
of the supervision process. Arguably, the most important player in the triad is the cooperating
teacher. The capacity of potential contact time the cooperating teacher has with the student
teacher clearly places her into a position to facilitate the most change. However, research has
demonstrated that the cooperating teacher’s role is highly ambiguous and rarely operationalized
in functional expectations (Zahorik, 1988). Like the cooperating teacher, university supervisors
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also experience role ambiguity in their purpose and function (McBride, 1984; Zahorik, 1988;
Zimpher et al., 1980).
Due to this role confusion, there often tends to be an adversarial relationship between the
members of the supervisory triad (Rothman, 1981). Because cooperating teachers are the most
available to the student teacher they are used for advice, direction, and support, and cooperating
teachers typically provides these from their own tacit knowledge rather than from research or
strategic bases. This guidance can be unaligned with the program goals of the university teacher
education programs, which are typically founded in theory and research. A wedge often becomes
driven between the members of the supervisory team based upon the ideological expectation of
the university supervisor and the pragmatic expectations of the cooperating teacher (Griffin,
1989).
Much of the literature focusing on the supervision provided by the cooperating teacher
demonstrates rather conclusively that they tend to be inactive in their role providing little to no
substantive feedback (Chang & Ferre, 1988; Griffin et al., 1983; Koehler, 1986). The Holmes
Group (1986) suggested that observation and supervisory strategies have been shown to be
inadequate and more characteristically non-existent. The research supporting the claim that
cooperating teachers possess a lack of understanding and training in sound supervisory practices
is evident in much of the literature (Broadbelt, 1980; Grimmett & Ratzlaff, 1986; Rikard, 1982).
There appears to be a lack of proficiency in areas such as critical questioning, feedback
strategies, direct and indirect supervision techniques, and data collection (Acheson & Gall,
1997). Tannehill (1989) reported that physical education cooperating teachers indicated a feeling
of inadequacy due to the increased level of preparedness of the student teachers and the
university expectations. In some cases the student teachers were exhibiting more advanced
pedago gical skills, content knowledge, and data collection strategies. This increased
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preparedness of preservice teachers leads to a level of competency that in some cases surpasses
that of the cooperating teacher. Consequently, little to no feedback is imparted and few
supervisory sessions are held (Paese, 1984; Tannehill & Zakrajsek, 1988). A need for the
teaching of appropriate supervisory techniques and delivery of explicit feedback is thought to be
the start of improving the supervision process (Ocansey, 1988).
Many teacher educators have called for this training of cooperating teachers as
supervisors (Brennan, 1995; Copas, 1984; Cornbleth & Ellsworth, 1994; Hughley, (1973);
Nelson, 1975; Olmo, 1973; Randolph, Slick, & Collins, 1995). Historically, cooperating teachers
have used past experiences and their own tacit knowledge to guide their observations and
subsequent delivery of information. During post teaching conferencing with the student teachers,
a majority of the time is dominated by the cooperating teacher (Chandler, 1971; O’Neal, 1983a).
Student teacher input is relegated to simply acknowledging the comments made by the
cooperating teacher.
Several researchers have attempted to examine specific intervention systems aimed at
training cooperating teache rs to supervise effectively. Killian and McIntyre (1986) developed a
course on instructional supervision for both student and cooperating teachers while Tannehill and
Zakrajsek (1988) developed a self-directed tutorial manual for the training of cooperating
teachers. Hauwiller et al. (1988) suggested that a series of short-term inservice workshops appear
to be a viable solution for improving the supervisory skills of cooperating teachers. The results
from these studies demonstrated that with training, the cooperating teachers improved in their
interactions with the student teachers by being less controlling, more indirect, and by interacting
in task relevant supervisory behaviors.
Data based observations remain the key to objectively assessing and evaluating the
instructional effectiveness of the student teacher’s classroom performance. Accurate records
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relating to student and teacher behavioral profiles can provide a reliable means for 1) setting
goals, 2) developing and implementing strategies, and 3) appraising the student teacher’s
progress. Metzler (1986) found that cooperating teachers relied on intuition when evaluating
student teacher performance rather than by intentional, systematic decisions and actions. This
subjective supervisory model fails to provide the student teacher with an accurate, reliable
description of their classroom performance. Consequently, any rationale for change is based
solely on the student’s and cooperating teacher’s subjective perceptions of the lesson. Siedentop
and Tannehill (2000) described the three predominant types of observational techniques utilized
by cooperating teachers as high inference, eyeballing, and anecdotal. These methods, when used
exclusively and independently, can lead to inconsistencies in the evaluation of student teacher
performance. In contrast, a systematic collection of precisely defined behaviors that focus on the
observable process of teaching, and are relatively devoid of subjective and intuitive measures,
can provide meaningful output that can be used to enhance performance (Metzler, 1981; Metzler,
1986; Sharpe, 1997; & Siedentop, 1991).
The difficulties associated with role ambiguity between the supervisory triad, cooperating
teacher inactivity, and lack of data based performance assessment serve as serious impediments
to the professional development of preservice physical education teachers. The cooperating
teacher’s consistent use of objective data collection may help to alleviate many of the problems
associated with student teaching. Furthermore, the manner and order in which the feedback is
provided may also yield some interesting results. While early research has taken aim at providing
a well-established baseline of studies examining the improvement of student teaching behavioral
profiles when an intervention of data based feedback is provided, further research is needed
(Randall, 1992). This research study investigated the delivery of systematically collected data
provided to the student teacher without any prescriptive feedback by the cooperating teacher.
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This was then viewed in comparison to the delivery of like data utilizing the knowledge and
experience of the cooperating teacher in the form of prescriptive suggestions. The order in which
these were provided to the student teacher may ha ve some effect on their potency. It may be
advantageous to provide data and guide the student teacher early on, then fade out the
prescriptive feedback, giving way to their own goal setting and decision making ability.
Conversely, it may be of benefit to take a more indirect approach allowing the student teacher
freedom to interpret the data and to derive personal meaning in an attempt to modify their
pedagogical decision making initially. The cooperating teacher's feedback consequently may
take on more meaning after this period of individual processing given that the student teacher
can now contextualize the cooperating teacher's suggestions within their recent experience.
Research on such order effects as related to this specific topic of study is unavailable to date.
It may also be of interest to view the interventions in more than one educational context.
The results that may be gleaned could provide some insight to the effect of the supervision
process at different educational levels (elementary, middle, and high). There has been no
research located that has investigated the effects of a supervision intervention across all three
levels of schooling. The benefit to replicating the treatment across these three contexts is two
fold. First, it affords increased generalizability to the study thereby providing information about
the reliability and generality of the phenomenon under differing conditions (Johnston &
Pennypacker, 1980). This direct replication at each new placement under like conditions –
procedural similarity and time- can combine to give a comprehensive picture of the interventions
researched. Each placement is essentially a new study being replicated with precise attention to
procedure and methodology. With the exception of intervention ordering from placement one to
two, the studies afford the opportunity to apply the findings from each to a novel setting.
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The second rationale for investigating this phenomenon across the differing levels of
education is that in field of physical education teache r education, West Virginia University
certifies it’s preservice teachers for grades kindergarten through twelve. Although students span
many age and grades, they are categorized into three separate educational levels: elementary
(kindergarten through fifth grades), middle school (sixth through eighth grades), and high school
(ninth through twelfth grades). These levels may be unique in a number of respects and as such
should be viewed as separate entities than the others. Interventions that demonstrate
effectiveness at the elementary level may not provide the same results at the secondary.
Therefore, it is important to demonstrate the effectiveness of the interventions across each
educational level.
More specifically however, research should investigate the use of such intervention
strategies in a variety of live teaching settings where the duration of data collection is extended.
The research conducted should deepen the investigation and will yield results that afford the
opportunity to investigate the pheno menon of supervisory data-based feedback in relation to
preservice and teacher behaviors.
Statement of Problem
The purpose of this study was to (1) determine the effects of cooperating teachers’
regular prescriptive feedback on the instructional behaviors of student teachers in public school
physical education classes when augmented by systematically collected data, and (2) to
determine the effects of providing only the systematically collected data to the preservice
instructors without any external feedback by the cooperating teacher. This study followed two
separate preservice teachers through three different educational settings, with each setting being
five weeks in length.
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Scope of the Study
The population for this study was cooperating teachers tha t have received training as part
of the requirements for participation in the West Virginia University Physical Education Teacher
Education student teaching practicum. The sample for this study consisted of four cooperating
teachers, each representing an educational level of the elementary, middle, and high school. A
complex behavior analytic reversal design was employed. In line with a single case designs, the
researcher gathered data on student teachers’ behaviors during a baseline phase in addition to a
phase consisting of data presentation only or data presentation augmented with cooperating
teacher prescriptive feedback. This process was followed for two student teachers across all three
levels of their student teaching placements.
The researcher ana lyzed the preservice teachers’ teaching episodes utilizing an academic
learning time (ALT) based observation instrument, the West Virginia University Teaching
Evaluation System WVU TES (see Appendix A). For each teaching episode, data were collected
on selected preservice teacher and student variables. The WVU TES behavioral data then served
as a guide for either the student teacher exclusively, or the cooperating teacher in concert with
the student teacher, in prompting discussion and use of prescriptive feedback.
Basic Assumptions
1. The coded teaching episodes accurately represent student teachers’ current teaching
practices.
2. The teaching context for each of the three placements consists of relatively the same
instructional context over the course of the intervention phases (content, instructional
models, and student population for each elementary, middle, and high school
placement).
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3. The West Virginia University Teaching Evaluation System is a reliable instrument to
measure the teachers’ and students’ behaviors (Landin, Hawkins, & Wiegand, 1986).
Limitations of the Study
1. The participants in the study will represent a selected number of physical education
cooperating teachers which may limit the generalizability (external validity) of the
results.
2. Only the central instructional segment of the lesson will be coded for teacher and
student behaviors. Using this instructional segment will aid in standardizing the
varying contexts by eliminating pre and post lesson managerial activities (e.g. roll
taking, warm- ups, collection of student work, entering and exiting of students, etc.).
3. There is a limited amount of control over the instructional context of each student
teacher’s teaching episodes across the entire placement.
4. The teacher and student behaviors when addressed prescriptively are mutually
exclusive but not independent leading to possible treatment transferability. The
teacher could provide positive feedback to a student who is then motivated to engage
more in activity thereby increasing the amount of motor appropriate percentages. By
affecting one behavior, it may lead to changes in another.
5. The Hawthorne effect is the reactive effect of experimental procedures, with the
presence of observers and experimental equipment, making teachers and students
aware that they are under observation and thus, altering their normal behavior (Brown
1954). However, such observation is a natural consequence of the student teaching
experience, mollifying the Hawthorne effect in such settings.
6. The West Virginia University Teaching Evaluation System does not provide
information on additional variables that are germane to teaching other than the 19
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listed as part of the system. There is a likelihood that some salient behaviors may not
be accounted for.
7. The presence of the university supervisor in the instructional context will be far
greater than typical for those holding the same position. The possibility exists that the
student teachers behavior may be affected due to this presence.
Definitions of Terms
1. Preservice teacher – A undergraduate physical education major who has fulfilled the
core requirements of the professional teacher education preparation program and is
completing the undergraduate experience by participating in the culminating full- time
field placement (Smith, 1992).
2. Cooperating teacher – A public school-based practicing physical education teacher
who supervises a student teacher (Smith, 1992; Horton & Harvey, 1979). They also
have completed the necessary training and certification required by the teacher
education program.
3. Prescriptive feedback – Verbal or written statements that convey areas of concern and
aim to remedy those concerns through specific criteria and strategies (Rink, 1998).
4. Systematic data collection – precisely defined behaviors to observe that focus on the
observable process of teaching, and collection instruments which possess the capacity
to provide meaningful output that can be used to enhance performance that are devoid
of subjective or intuitive measures (Metzler, 1981; Metzler, 1986; Sharpe, 1997; &
Siedentop, 1991).
5. Teacher behavioral profile – A comprehensive description of the teacher’s time
related variables in a class observation episode. (See Appendix A)
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6. Student behavioral profile – A comprehensive description of a typical student’s time
related variables in a student teacher’s class during an observational episode. (See
Appendix A)
7. Independent variables – Type of feedback provided by the cooperating teacher to
each student teacher. The two levels of this variable included either the treatme nt of
providing systematically collected data via the WVU TES to the student teacher or
the treatment of providing the systematically collected data via the WVU TES
accompanied by the prescriptive feedback of the cooperating teacher.
8. Dependent variables – Selected based on data profiles by the cooperating teacher
based on the 19 behaviors that comprise the West Virginia University Teaching
Evaluation System (see Appendix A).
9. West Virginia University Teaching Evaluation System (WVU TES) – an academic
learning time based instrument that is a multiple behavior coding system capable of
collecting comprehensive and mutually exclusive data in eleven teacher and eight
student response classes (Hawkins, Wiegand, & Bahneman, 1982) (see Appendix A).
Significance of Study
This study investigates the effect of the cooperating teachers’ regular prescriptive
feedback on the teaching behaviors of a physical education student teacher across three levels of
education. At the present time, a less than complete picture exists of the effect of feedback using
systematic behavioral data by cooperating teachers on their assigned preservice teacher in
varying settings. This less than complete picture may have resulted from videotaped
observations, relatively few data collection points within single case designs, and the use of one
dimensional data collection systems. The significance of this study is that it attempts to add to a
research base that has rarely used behavior analytic research in the past decade. The extension of
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the intervention phases to allow more information to be gathered will aid in the ability to tender
suggestions and draw forth information with which to draw future implications and make
recommendations. This study will demonstrate the effect of delineating role expectations and
providing the cooperating teacher with the framework to prescribe effective teaching practices.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the literature pertinent to this investigation,
and to demonstrate an adequate understanding of the related literature. For organizational
purposes, this chapter will be arranged into the following sections: (1) the university-based
student teaching model, (2) cooperating teachers and university supervisors, (3) cooperating
teachers as supervisors, (4) increasing the quality of cooperating teacher supervision, (5)
cooperating teacher’s use of data and prescriptive feedback, and (6) research on time in physical
education.
The University- Based Student Teaching Model
Student teaching is the final pre-service field experience during which the student teacher
assumes major responsibilities for the full range of teaching duties in the school setting (Coulon,
1991). This placement typically consists of systematically assuming the teaching responsibilities
of a teacher traversing instructional and managerial obligations. Student and veteran teachers
alike agree that this experience represents one of the most important components of a novice
physical educator’s preservice preparation (Copeland & Boyan, 1975; Karmos & Jacko, 1977;
Niede, 1996; Taggart & Wilkinson, 1985). Involved in this student teaching model along with
the pre-service teacher are two critical players: the cooperating teacher and the university
supervisor (Glickman & Bey, 1990).
The cooperating teacher is the on-site practitioner who systematically turns over the
teaching responsibilities to the student teacher during the field placement. The cooperating
teacher is one who bridges the gap from a sometimes idealistic perspective on teaching, to the
daily interactions between the student teacher, students, administrators, and other teachers. This
process is likened by cooperating teachers to the principles of mentoring (Tannehill, 1989). The
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cooperating teacher is refereed to in the literature by many titles including directing teacher,
teaching assistant, colleague teacher, clinical teacher, collaborating teacher, field supervisor, and
supervising teacher (Randall, 1992). However named, it is a position that has a profo und effect
on the student teacher and his or her experience (Haberman and Harris, 1982; McIntyre and
Norris, 1980). Yates (1981) demonstrates this with his study investigating the organization of
supervisor training and development, and to a lesser extent, evaluation of the effectiveness of
existing supervisor training. After sampling 500 student teachers, Yates found that over 70% of
those interviewed felt that their cooperating teachers were of greater help and assistance than
their university supervisors due to their accessibility for observation and discussion.
The university supervisor in the model is typically a member of the teacher-training
faculty. These supervisors in most cases identify themselves as such because of their job duties,
not because of a common training regimen or professional disciplines. Metzler and Freedman
(1985) provide some telltale characteristics of the faculty makeup of university supervisors:
1) Most have public school teaching experience but usually not recently.
2) Almost all have teaching duties in the program (nearly 20% coach athletics).
3) Few have an advanced degree that could be construed as supervisor training.
4) Fewer than 10% have their own agenda for researching an area related to teacher
education.
The disparity between faculty members concerning training and experience is clearly
demonstrated. As with cooperating and student teachers, the combinations of experiences and
philosophical agendas make for a unique and profound integration of supervisory practices.
Locke (as cited in Metzler, 1990) described the ideal “noble triad” of student teacher,
cooperating teacher, and supervisor as a group bonded together for the single benefit of the
novice teacher. It has been suggested that a more realistic depiction of the triad is a “devil’s
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triangle” due to the lack of daily interactions on site between the supervisor and the other two
members of the student teaching triad (Metzler, 1990). However this triad is characterized, it
comprises the version of supervision that is typically referred to as the university-based student
teaching model.
Cooperating Teachers and University Supervisors
Cooperating Teachers
The roles of cooperating teacher and university supervisor, while similar in nature,
coexist in a relatively disharmonious habitat. These roles, while expected to augment one another
during the supervision process, characteristically do not fulfill that purpose. Cooperating teachers
are most commonly certified physical educators in school programs located in proximity to the
university’s teacher education department. The cooperating teachers, along with fulfilling
numerous roles such as organizers, planners, counselors, and colleagues, choose to accept the
responsibilities of supervising student teachers. It is in this field placement that the student
teacher gains extensive experience, closely monitored within a “real world” context.
In 1991, the American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education released a survey
that created a profile of the “typical” cooperating teacher. The characteristics were listed as (1)
white, (2) female, (3) forty-three years old, (4) has 16 years teaching experience, (5) in the same
school for approximately 12 years, (6) holds a masters degree or certificate of advanced study or
doctorate, and (7) represents all grade levels. The summation enables the reader to conceptualize
the characteristics of those typically serving as the cooperating teachers.
The proposed role that cooperating teacher theoretically plays in the supervisory triad is
to oversee and support the student teacher in achievement of the teacher education program goals
(Coulon, 1991). The program goals provide the blueprint for the field experience, which the
cooperating teachers are expected to foster. The nature of the placement affords the cooperating
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teacher hours of modeling and mentoring opportunities. The importance of communicating the
University teacher education program goals to the cooperating teacher is clearly evident.
Tannehill (1989) examined the viewpoints of three veteran physical education cooperating
teachers on how they perceived the student teaching experience and the effects that it may have
on their lives. Utilizing the qualitative research method of naturalistic inquiry via semi structured
interviews, she found university expectations and the teacher education program goals had
positively influenced the practices of cooperating teachers in the areas of current teaching
practices and data collection. Along with supporting the program goals several other
expectations can be identified. Other areas include helping students to make the campus-toschool adjustment, sharing resources and insights, promoting self-reliance, holding planning
sessions, providing prescriptive feedback, refining teaching skills, and monitoring student
progress (Tannehill & Zakrajsek, 1990). With this wide array of functional duties, the
cooperating teacher role is arguably the most determining factor in the success of the student
teaching experience.
A dichotomy exists however, between the role expectations of the University and
perceived role expectations that the cooperating teachers hold. Discussed previously are the
theoretical expectations, although they are not necessarily those that are operational. Numerous
studies have found differences in understanding among cooperating teachers and the other two
members of the triad about each others roles and expectations (Castillo, 1971; Grimmett &
Ratzlaff, 1986; Kapel & Sadler, 1978).
Koerner (1992) inductively analyzed eight classroom practitioners to describe classroom
cooperating teachers' perceptions of their role in the student teaching experience, and more
specifically, to determine how they construed their role as the cooperating teacher. She found
they utilized two major sources to define their role: (a) past experience as a student teacher and
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their own teaching expertise and (b) communication with the student teacher and the university
supervisor. Because the institutional expectations for cooperating teachers are so vaguely defined
(Griffin et al., 1983) the process of how the cooperating teachers determine their roles is
important. As suggested, the strategy used resembles the concept of apprenticeship of
observation discussed by Lortie (1975). Cooperating teachers would reflect on their own past
experiences and draw from those in order to conceptualize the process and expectations of
supervising the student teacher.
Koerner's cooperating teachers expressed that a lack of clear communication from the
university affected their ability to fully ascertain the expectations completely. The cooperating
teachers viewed the communication to be one-sided, flowing from the university to the
classroom. This relationship has moved to one that at times is more adversarial than collegial.
Calderhead (1987) found in his investigation of student and cooperating teachers that
both perceived the most important factor during student teaching was the development of selfconfidence. This is in stark contrast to the programmatic goals that exist for most teacher
education programs. While self-confidence undoubtedly is important, it is, or should be, merely a
by-product of application of effective teaching practices. It is not so much a goal, but an outcome
of more concrete and descriptive operationally defined competencies.
O’Neal (1983a) showed that cooperating teachers tended to exhibit concerns for student
teachers in guiding them toward competence in classroom management, lesson planning, and
lesson delivery. These concerns were characterized as the perceptions of cooperating teachers
toward their role as supervisors. There also tended to be a high concern for modeling the proper
pedagogical skills in the context of being a role model.
Grimmett & Ratzlaff (1986) compared a Canadian study, which investigated triad
expectations for the role of cooperating teacher with an American study (Castillo, 1971) utilizing
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the same instrumentation. These studies, conducted a decade apart, were found to show
disparate results. However, when the Canadian investigation was then compared to an American
study that was conducted in temporal proximity, there were homogenous results. All three
studies demonstrated key expectations that were identified by consensus as critical to the role of
the cooperating teacher. The commonalties in the studies regarding cooperating teacher
expectations were: (a) providing student teachers with basic information, (b) ensuring acquisition
of resource materials, (c) involving student teachers in planning and evaluating, (d) conferencing
at regularly scheduled times, and (e) evaluating student teachers’ progress and development.
As demonstrated by the above literature, the role of the cooperating teacher is one of
importance, yet highly ambiguous and rarely operationalized in functional expectations.
(Zahorik, 1988). The cooperating teachers are often left to construct personal meaning and
expectations for their role and this is classically accomplished through their own apprenticeship
of observation.
University Supervisor
The role of the university supervisor has been characterized as overlapping the role of the
cooperating teacher (Glickman & Bey, 1990). It is therefore no surprise the role of the supervisor
was similar to that of the cooperating teachers, at least in terms of ambiguity. However, the
university supervisors see their role as wearing many hats. Koehler (1986) reported that
university supervisor’s perceive their role as:
“…providing growth and moderating conflict resolution between cooperating teachers
and student teachers. Additional roles include, serving as a liaison between university and
the schools, providing a set of common expectations for cooperating and student teachers,
providing support for student teachers both professionally and personally, securing
favorable placements, orienting student teachers to schools, evaluating student teachers
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primarily relative to growth rather than to specific skills or knowledge, providing
feedback from observations, and conducting seminars.” (pp. 45)
The university supervisor does stand in the position to use specialized knowledge of teacher
education to aid classroom teachers to work more effectively with student teachers (Horton &
Harvey, 1979). Large portions of university supervisors are pooled from faculty members. The
dual role of teacher educator and supervisor is considered to be most advantageous. Horton and
Harvey (1979) suggest that the role of professor should supercede that of the role of supervisor
and that a working relation be formed directly with the cooperating teacher. This is reasonable
considering that the university supervisor has the interest and expertise to help the cooperating
and student teachers to grow in requisite knowledge, skills, and attitudes.
Zahorik (1988) was able to demonstrate the role ambiguity that exists within the
university supervisory role by investigating the observing-conferencing behaviors of university
supervisors. The author was able to catalog the supervisors into three mutually exclusive
categories dependent upon their dominant conferencing goals. The areas identified were (1)
behavior prescription, (2) idea interpretation, and (3) person support.
The supervisors providing prescriptive feedback were categorized into sub groups
dependent on the strategy of providing instructional and managerial intervention. The supervisor
subgroups were classified as (1) scholars who cited research, (2) masters who based prescription
on personal experiences, (3) mentors who acted as a sage, and (4) critics who focused on
documenting performance to provide evaluation/diagnosis and intervention. Each of the sub
groups was interested in providing the learner with viable information to augment their
performance. This observation of university supervisors engaging in evaluation and constructive
criticism is also documented by Zimpher et al (1980).
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The next subgroup identified demonstrated the characteristics of presenting beliefs to
student teacher concerning the ecological features of the educational environment. The subgroup
of idea interpreters were further subdivided into supervisors who were (1) humanists focusing on
conciousness about acceptable practices, and (2) reformer’s who augment the humanist practice
by modeling desired practices. The goal of these supervisors is to provide elucidation regarding
what they believe the grand scheme of education to entail.
Personal support goals were possessed by supervisors who “focused on facilitating
student teacher decision making creating a climate that encourage and permitted students to think
for themselves” (Zahorik, 1988, p. 11). Three subgroups of this dimension are (1) therapist who
focuses on student teacher reactions and provides support, (2) advocate supervisor who attempts
to better the environmental context of the student teachers, and (3) the inquirer who critically
questions the student to encourage self-analysis and reflection.
The variability existing among the university supervisor’s observing and conferencing
goals can only serve to muddle the supervisory waters. The lack of articulated policies and
practices upon the university supervisor leads to an ambiguous relationship and understanding
between student teacher, cooperating teacher, and their roles (Griffin, 1989). This ambiguity has
been found to cause disagreement between the members of the supervisory triad. Rothman
(1981) demonstrated a difference of opinion between cooperating teachers and university
supervisors. The two major themes that permeated their differing sentiments were salient issues
of student teacher goals and the task expectations of the supervisor. This research demonstrates
the continued disparity in role delineation and operationalization.
The roles of the cooperating teacher, while more conceptually structured to operate in a
novel fashion than the university supervisor, tend to coalesce in functioning. The result of this
places the cooperating teacher in position of importance often superceding that of the supervisor
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(Friebus, 1977). The potential impact this has on the student teacher is they receive much of
sustenance from the cooperating teacher. When the expectations of the cooperating teacher and
university supervisor are in contrast, the student teacher characteristically shoulders the fall-out
and becomes an uncomfortable pawn with which the other members of the supervisory team
manipulate to their benefits.
Cooperating Teacher as Supervisor
Cooperating teachers by nature of their role in the triad are in a position that requires
them to possess supervisory skills and knowledge. These are needed, because they have been
regarded as exerting a coaching or mentoring influence by providing ideas, information,
encouragement, and evaluation (Friebus, 1977; Tjeerdsma, 1998). Friebus (1977) used a series of
semi structured interviews of nineteen education student teachers to examine their experiences in
their field placement to determine the individuals involved as socializing agents and the nature of
their contributions. He found that numerous individuals perform the role of coach or mentor, but
the member that was most frequently cited by the student teachers as providing pedagogically
relevant information was the cooperating teacher. Likewise, Tjeerdsma (1998) researched the
hypotheses of what are physical education cooperating teacher's perceptions of and experiences
in the student teaching practicum as well as do those perceptions change as a result of the student
teaching experience. Tjeerdsma used interviews and observations of seven elementary physical
education cooperating teachers in answering her research questions. She found that the
cooperating teachers believed they provided informative feedback on lesson goals, ideas, and
management considerations. They perceived that their interactions with the student teachers were
relevant and effective. However an overabundance of literature suggests that cooperating
teachers provide diminutive quantities of content or pedagogical feedback and remain relatively
inactive (Chang & Ferre, 1988; Griffin et al., 1983; Koehler, 1986).
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Due to the nature of the student teaching field placement, the preponderance of
observation falls on the member of the supervisory group which has the most daily contact with
the student teacher: the cooperating teacher. Blocker and Swetnam (1995) stated that cooperating
teachers are the most available to the student teachers for advice, direction, and support.
Immediate needs and crises are encountered, intervened, and reflected upon prior to the
knowledge of the university supervisor. The day-by-day charge of maintaining the learning
environment in relation to university guidelines lies with the cooperating teacher. Observation
and supervisory strategies used daily, however, have been shown to be inadequate and more
characteristically non-existent (Holmes Group, 1986).
A principal factor effecting cooperating teachers in physical education is the lack of
guidance that is provided by the university in regards to selection and training. Tannehill and
Zakrajsek (1990) suggest that good supervision begins with careful selection of cooperating
teachers. However, the selection of the cooperating teachers has little to do with supervisory
skills and much to do with availability and proximity to the university and its supervisors. The
result of such practice develops a propensity for supervision to be contracted to cooperating
teachers who lack interest and competence and preparedness in the supervisory process
(Broadbelt, 1980; Grimmett & Ratzlaff, 1986; Rikard, 1982).
A consequence of an inadequate selection process that attends insufficiently to the quality
of cooperating teacher’s being selected is a lack of knowledge of supervisory skills. Lack of
proficiency exists in the repertoire of cooperating teachers who function as supervisors in areas
including but not limited to critical questioning, feedback strategies, direct and indirect
supervision techniques, and data collection skills (Acheson & Gall, 1997). Due to inadequate
training and selection, physical education cooperating teachers are uncertain about what to
observe, unacquainted with which behaviors to modify or maintain, and unaware of observation
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and supervisory techniques (Paese, 1984). In the same light, Church (1976) noted that
cooperating teachers, while prepared well in their content, appear to lack an awareness of sound
supervisory principles. Also, pedagogical skills necessary to afford student teachers with specific
and pertinent feedback about instruction appear not to be imparted. As a result of this inadequate
preparation, cooperating teachers are left to their own devices with which to provide instructional
assessment and evaluation. This supervision process is characterized by trial and error methods
of instruction (Tannehill & Zakrajsek, 1990).
In their study of twelve cooperating teachers' supervisory behaviors, Tannehill and
Zakrajsek sought to research the effects of a self-directed training program on the behaviors of
planning, management, presentation, evaluation, and praise. While a control group was allowed
to follow their normal supervisory practices, another group was provided a manual, which
provided guidelines and tasks in the form of training modules. The results demonstrated that
those who used the training manual did not rely on trial and error methods but were able to
systematically change their behaviors in frequency and substantive interactions in relation to the
students.
An additional factor in the inadequacy of the cooperating teachers is a product of a sign
of the times. As teacher education redesigns and restructures existing programs, new goals are
created for the undergraduate preservice student teacher. Along with these enriched goals and
learning objectives are attached newer more stringent forms of accountability. With the
transformations being experienced in higher education, it is reasonable to assume that changes
would be observed in the student teachers. In support of this, Tannehill (1989) used a semistructured interview to investigate perceptions of three veteran physical education cooperating
teachers on numerous variables impacting their professional role. Specifically, it was conducted
to examine the influence of student teachers on the lives of the veteran physical education
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specialists. One of the findings was that cooperating teachers indicated the level of preparedness
of student teachers and university expectations were improving. Reported were the observations
that student teachers were exhibiting advanced pedagogical skills, content knowledge, and
articulation of behaviors utilizing technical vocabulary. This suggests that the cooperating
teachers do recognize a difference in the overall development of the student teachers they are
servicing and feel they are somehow inadequately prepared to aid them in their development.
This preparedness of preservice teachers consequently has left the cooperating teacher in
a quandary. They do not possess the theoretical knowledge to provide conceptual feedback to
teachers, so they resort to providing managerial and cosmetic supervisory feedback, without
emphasis on principles of instruction or reflective practices (Housego & Boldt, 1986; Koehler,
1986).
Rust (1988) examined how six classroom cooperating teachers communicated their
knowledge of teaching to the preservice teachers. The researcher used journals and interviews of
the cooperating teachers as her data source. Analysis showed that these teachers reflected about
issues that concerned them and often those concerns revolved around "survival" (p. 62). The
researcher provides this as a rational for their lack of interactions with the student teachers.
Furthermore, studies by Goc-Karp (1984) and Placek (1984) demonstrated this
concentration on management and organization in concert with instructional foci in relation to
strengths of their own skills in a physical education setting. Placek (1984) investigated how four
physical education teachers planned their instructional lessons in terms of time and setting and
what factors influence their planning patterns. Data were collected over a two-week phase via
observations and interviews. The results indicated that the teachers in this study did not use a
"traditional ends/means model of planning", but instead informally planned, sometimes directly
before a lesson, and focused their attention on the "here and now" as opposed to long-term
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educational outcomes. Paese (1984) refers to this type of supervision and instruction as a hit-andmiss occurrence, focusing on the problem and not the teaching skills of the teacher.
Coulon (1991) examined seven classroom cooperating teachers in efforts to determine the
number of teacher education program goals addressed by cooperating teachers during post
teaching conferences. The evidence revealed that the cooperating teachers focused their
supervisory observations and consequent feedback on organizational areas of instruction. The
goals tha t were addressed least by the cooperating teachers were characterized as analyzing skill
performance, providing appropriate skill feedback, and teaching students self- management skills.
The interactions show a propensity for feedback centered on non-instructional related topics. As
neophyte teachers are trained more effectively, the gap between cooperating teachers and their
ability to provide effective communication and feedback will certainly increase. Koehler (1986)
corroborated these above findings suggesting that actual analysis of the student teacher’s
instructional behavior was seldom the focus of conference discussions. The investigator found
that dialogue was focused on non- instructional tasks and classroom occurrences, rather than
analysis of instruction.
Additional research demonstrates the consequence of ill preparation of cooperating
teachers in supervision (Church, 1976; Silberman, 1970) on their subsequent supervisory
techniques. A major result of poorly prepared cooperating teachers is in the ir ability to provide
substantive information to the student teacher.
Tannehill and Zakrajsek (1988) studied 18 physical education cooperating teachers (11
male, 7 female) to determine the amount of instructional feedback being provided and the
content of that feedback. The instruments used to collect data consisted of a daily supervision log
and weekly wrap- up reports. The researchers were motivated by their interest in what is
communicated from the cooperating teacher to the student teacher and what supervisory

Data-Based Feedback 25
practices are typically used during the field placement. Their findings indicated that these
particular cooperating teachers imparted little feedback and held few supervisory sessions
following instructional lessons. When probed for a rationale for these behaviors, cooperating
teachers attributed them to inadequate preparation or limited skills in knowing how to supervise.
Paese (1984) predicted these findings years earlier by contending that insufficient training in
supervisory skills represents the greatest barrier to effective supervision. His research on the
effect of cooperating teacher feedback and self-assessment via tape recording of lessons on three
student teachers demonstrated that with even a modest amount of training, the quality of
feedback and supervisory interactions increased. Consequently the performance of the student
teachers improved in comparison to the second intervention of self-assessment.
It is evident that cooperating teachers are providing limited instructional information to
student teachers. It has also been demonstrated z that the information afforded is of marginal use.
If cooperating teachers can be trained to communicate more explicit information to the student
teachers and hold them accountable for their performances, then supervision will improve
(Ocansey, 1988).
Increasing the Quality of Cooperating Teacher Supervision
Many teacher educators have called for the training of cooperating teachers as
supervisors (Brennan, 1995; Copas, 1984; Cornbleth & Ellsworth, 1994; Hughley, (1973);
Nelson, 1975; Olmo, 1973; Randolph, Slick, & Collins, 1995). This appeal is because of the
ineffective results being obtained by the process of allowing teachers to use past experience and
tacit knowledge to guide their observations and subsequent delivery of information. Research
demonstrates quite clearly the ineffective supervisory practices that govern the cooperating
teacher role. Chandler (1971) found that without training, the cooperating teachers in the study
dominated over 60 percent of the talk in post teaching conferences. This afforded the neophyte
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practitioner occasional opportunities in which to probe the cooperating teacher's knowledge,
provide queries, and verbally express their reflections and concerns over the instructional
sessions. Those opportunities when presented, however, were comprised of low order thinking
and were maintenance oriented. O’Neal (1983b) also examined supervisory conferences and
found similar results. The cooperating teachers were shown to clearly dominate the interactions
between themselves and the student teacher. Seventy nine percent of the interactions were
focused on classroom events and activities. Little to no conceptual feedback was provided about
pedagogical strategies and “how” the teachers could improve. Student teacher input was
relecated to simply acknowledging the comments of the cooperating teacher.
Rikard and Veal (1996) suggest that without training, physical education cooperating
teachers resort to using Lortie’s (1975) apprenticeship of observation by using the images and
memories of how they were supervised as student teachers and their own tacit knowledge. The
researchers examined twenty-three physical education teachers in efforts to determine the extent
of supervisory preparation and their beliefs and practices associated with the cooperating teacher
as supervisor role. Emerging from the findings were three very distinct supervisory styles
cooperating teachers used. The styles emerged as (1) a “do it my way”, (2) “do it your way”, and
(3) “we’ll do it together.” Results demonstrated that lack of supervisory skills were possessed
and consequently, cooperating teachers were left to their own experiences to offer instructional
feedback. The researchers concluded that a supervisory training model would be an effective
change agent for cooperating teachers. Drummond’s (1980) research supports this claim in that
cooperating teachers reported training in supervision helped their work with the student teachers.
Some researchers have designed instructional materials whose purpose is to train
cooperating teachers in supervisory skills. Killian and McIntyre (1986) developed a course on
instructional supervision for both student and cooperating teachers. They utilized a control group
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for whom the treatment of instructional supervision was withheld. The research findings
indicated that student teachers paired with the cooperating teachers who receive training received
significantly more feedback than the control group. The research team concluded that
cooperating teachers would benefit from training in communication skills and ample practice in
reflective thinking. Hauwiller et al. (1988) supported these findings with their own research that
suggested short-term in-service workshops appeared to be a viable solution for improving
communication between the cooperating and student teachers. It is evident that providing
cooperating teachers with supervisory skills that prompt communication are vital to improving
the quality and quantity of interactions between the two field based members of the supervisory
triad.
Physical education researchers additionally have investigated the use of intervention
training programs upon the quality of cooperating teacher supervision. Tannehill and Zakrajsek
(1988) studied supervisory practices of 18 cooperating teachers and found they provided
extremely low rates of feedback, spent little time observing, and held few post lesson supervisory
conferences. In response to that study, Tannehill (1988) developed a tutorial manua l for the self
directed training of cooperating teachers in physical education. Tannehill and Zakrajsek (1990)
then tested this strategy in a study in which they utilized a supervision log, weekly reports, and
audiotaped conferences to collect data. Analysis of the data demonstrated that the teachers
trained with the program performed better at providing more substantive feedback, or
pedagogically focused feedback, than untrained teachers. Moreover, improved performance was
observed in the frequency of supervisory interventions. The cooperating teachers trained within
this system were found to be less controlling, more indirect, and interacted in task relevant
supervisory behaviors.
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Related research by Kahan (1999) has shown similar results to the above findings on
effects of training on cooperating teacher's behaviors. The methodology was comprised of a
modified think-out- loud technique (Rikard & Langley, 1995). While limitations of the study
included the number of subjects (two), the findings parallel drawn the larger studies. The use of a
contrived measuring instrument prompted the cooperating teachers to become more active in the
observation and interactions with the student teacher. The apparent implications from this study
are that utilization of data collection instruments aids the cooperating teacher in their personal
supervisory techniques.
Further research has taken a look at improving the quality of cooperating teacher training
in efforts to develop the physical education student teaching field practicum. Ocansey (1987,
1988) investigated the effects of a behavioral model of supervision (BMS-PE) on the cooperating
teacher’s supervisory behaviors. The use of a personalized system of instruction a la Keller
(1968) was developed to systematically introduce and teach the supervisory skills. The module
focused on three performance objectives of monitoring, conferencing, and follow-up monitoring.
Four cooperating teachers were trained and then data were collected and analyzed from
audiotaped conferences. Findings associated with the training program showed an increase in
participant’s time spent interacting on issues of micro incidents and planning an increase in
communication of explicit tasks and accountability statements. Decreases were observed in time
spent in macro incidents and communication of implicit tasks. The evidence clearly demonstrates
that cooperating teachers utilizing this particular training system developed the ability to act as
change agents for their own supervisory behavior. The attractiveness of this study is the use of a
personalized system of instruction that allows for personal pacing through the supervisory skill
material. This concept is readily accessible in the literature couched under developmentally
appropriate learning (Siedentop, 1991).
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Further alternatives have been discussed within the literature that are more intrusive in
respect to cooperating teacher training in supervisory skills. Pullman (1995) suggested a series of
workshops designed to educate cooperating and university supervisors in the area of writing. He
suggests that an emphasis on writing be used to train this population to write summative
evaluations that would be perused by prospective employers. Wieser (1995) recommended
several strategies for the training of cooperating teachers. The approaches range from biweekly
seminars located in central localities for convenience, correspondence courses using appropriate
technology, on-campus work which may be accepted as continuing education credits, and grass
roots building- level training by university supervisors. Each suggestion was calculated as
resulting in cooperating teachers that possess increased in competence in supervisory skills. In
the same light, Colton and Sparks-Langer (1992) described a four-day workshop with
hierarchically ordered sequential progressions that train cooperating teachers not only in the
pragmatic supervisory skills but also in the theoretical underpinnings of such proficiency. The
progressions lead from discussions of characteristics of self-directed thoughtful teachers to later
session focusing on interpersonal skill development and problem solving. A wealth of
recommendations have been made in regards to improving the qualitative interactions of
cooperating teachers.
The above studies, while imperative to the evolution of improving the student teaching
placement, employ a more intrusive approach to cooperating teacher training. It has been noted
that cooperating teachers take on student teachers without relief from their professional contract
duties. To expect and require these teachers to attend additional workshops and courses may be
unrealistic. A less intrusive approach that could enact change while providing an agent that
demonstrates positive effects would seem to be most advantageous. Some of these approaches
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have been used to assist the cooperating supervisor in demonstrating more effective skills of
feedback.
Cooperating Teachers Use of Data and Prescriptive Feedback
Cooperating teachers have a significant impact on the behavior of the student teacher
(Copeland, 1982). The studies presented demonstrate that training of teachers in fact increases
the likelihood of optimal performance. What is needed is some clarification of what the training
should consist of. Research has investigated the use of varying forms and frequency of feedback
in relation to student teacher performance. Also coupled with the use of feedback have been a
variety of studies of which systematic data collection has been used to prompt student teachers or
to serve to augment the prescriptive feedback provided by the cooperating teacher.
According to Siedentop and Tannehill (2000) there are three types of observational
techniques that physical education cooperating teachers employ in their supervisory roles.
Eyeballing, anecdotal records, and rating scales are the tools that are common practice for the
gathering of assessment data. However, these methods when used exclusively and independently,
can lead to inconsistencies in the evaluation of student teacher perfo rmance. What is
recommended is a method of data collection that meets the criteria for reliability, accuracy, and
consistency between and within student teacher's performance. When feedback achieves the
aforementioned criteria, it then has the potential to impact the pre-service instructor for it can be
compare to previous performance and/or be used to assess progress towards teaching
performance goals (Metzler, 1981).
Systematic data collection is defined as involving precisely defined behaviors to observe
that focus on the observable process of teaching, collection instruments which are devoid of
subjective or intuitive measures, and possess the capacity to provide meaningful output that can
be used to enhance performance (Metzler, 1981; Metzler, 1986; Sharpe, 1997; and Siedentop,
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1991). The system of data collection operationalizes the behavior that is to be measured,
establishes the measure that is most appropriate for the behavior (duration, event, interval,
etc…), and how the data will be summarized. The purpose of such a system is that it enables the
supervisor to zero in on specific teaching behaviors and affords them reliable means by which to
view subsequent teaching episodes within the same context. This method of data collection in
respect to the three traditional means provides additional reliability in that it is more consistent
than eyeballing, provides a defined set of behaviors unlike anecdotal records, and provides less
fluctuation in the supervisor’s perceptions in contrast to rating scales.
Metzler (1986) suggests a four-phase system in which to introduce the use of such
collection instruments. Phase I consists of training in what to analyze and how to analyze.
Previous early research focused on teacher characteristics (Duncan and Biddle, 1974) and not on
the teacher process variables. Systematic data collection defines process variables that that have
been shown by research to be related to teacher effectiveness. This feature reinforces the notion
of evaluating teaching from an objective viewpoint rather than via perceptions or personal
experience. Phase II seeks to develop teaching skills using the information gleaned utilizing the
data collected. This is accomplished through the presentation of data to the teacher following
their instructional session. These data can then be used to goal set for subsequent lessons and to
mark improvement. Once skills begin to be developed, it is imperative that the teacher can begin
to transfer the teaching skills to novel situations, which is Phase III. Many preservice teachers
develop teaching skills within peer and laboratory settings exclusively before the student
teaching experience. Metzler suggests that it is vital to the success of these teachers for them to
be prepared and able to transfer the ability to analyze data in one setting to varied contexts.
Finally, Phase IV is the ability to analyze performance based upon data beyond the student
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teacher placement. The work cited here provides a systematic approach to identifying,
measuring, and developing teaching skills.
Additional authors have made a case for the use of systematically collected data. White et
al. (1993) believe that a three tiered methodology of defining a behavior, recording the data
utilizing a single case design, and interpreting that data for use in improvement is the foundation
of accountability. These stages or steps to systematic data collection closely relate to the
previously mentioned model. The emphasis of this system is on the defining of the variables to
be measured. In order to establish consistent and defensible data, behavioral definitions must be
clear, objective, and complete (Kazdin, 1982). The more completely the behaviors are defined,
the more effective the efforts of the cooperating teacher will be in measuring and relaying them
to the student teacher. The challenge in selecting instrumentation that in fact measures reliably
what one has defined is imperative. Sharpe (1997) points out that an indecisive body of research
exists in regards to any one instrument being superior to another.
Research at The Ohio State University has followed a clear and systematic approach to
behavior analytic research involving the physical education supervision process. Siedentop
(1981) published a summary report on the research efforts of investigators chronicling an eightstep process in developing behavior change. With the extensive use of the multiple baseline
single case designs, researchers tested the effects of a variety of interventions. Collectively, these
studies have laid a strong foundation for supervision research, and demonstrate that student
teacher and cooperating teacher behaviors can be changed with systematic supervision. The
series of doctoral dissertations produced evidence that teaching behavior can be objectively
defined and reliably observed (Siedentop & Hughley, 1975. Further studies demonstrated that
changes in behavior can occur within a 10-week internship (Hughley, 1973) and also with
reduced supervision (Rife, 1973).
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Boehm (1974) investigated the utilization of a competency-based training module and its
effect on maintaining or changing specific rates of student teacher and pupil behavior. The
competency-based model was provided to eight student teachers that were observed by various
cooperating teachers. A multiple baseline research design was used with data being collected
utilizing time sampling and placheck observation techniques. The results demonstrated the
student teachers were able to increase their use of interpersonal relationships (positive behavior
interactions, negative behavior interactions), instructional feedback, and managerial behaviors.
Darst (1974) and Hamilton (1974) both conducted studies investigating competency
based modules of learning on student teachers and consequently the behavior of their pupils. The
results were similar in that this training for competency levels were met by each of the student
teachers in regards to instructional and interpersonal interactions.
Research was also conducted on peer supervision during the student teaching experience
to determine the effects of such an intervention and investigate it reasonableness as a framework
for improving the student teaching practicum (Dodds, 1975). The researcher used a multiple
baseline design in conjunction with interval recording techniques to record the teaching
behaviors of the four preservice teachers selected as subjects. The intervention was to have
students provide each other in a reciprocal fashion, event and duration recordings of behaviors in
one of four categories: instructional process, management, interpersonal relations, and
instructional feedback. Dodds reported that student teachers were in fact able to target, select
appropriate instrumentation for, and monitor pupil behavior. They also demonstrated the ability
to interact with a peer to improve upon selected teacher behaviors.
In efforts to make the process of supervision as streamlined and instructional for the
student teacher, research began to focus on self- management instead of peer. It was thought
prudent to allow students to manage their own teaching and detect, analyze, and correct their
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own teaching. This self- management is more realistic in regards to what the preservice teacher
will experience once inducted in to the physical education teaching profession. Dessecker (1975)
conducted an investigation to see if in fact self- management was a viable alternative to the
traditional supervisory process. He examined the effects of self-assessment via audio tape
recorded lessons on verbal interactions of three (two male, one female) student teachers. A threesubject across behaviors multiple baseline design was used to test the hypotheses. Student
teachers using event and duration recording techniques analyzed data in regards to the teaching
behaviors of positive reactions, negative reactions, corrective reactions, first name use, and
managerial time. The results of the study indicate that the student teachers were able to utilize
the self- management system to improve upon each of the behaviors addressed. Without
exception each student teacher was able analyze their own teaching and to prescribe for
themselves pedagogical strategies for improvement. Furthermore they demonstrated the ability to
take those strategies and implement them into their instruction. The same results were found in
relation to self- management interventions in additional studies out of The Ohio State University
(Cramer, 1977; Hutslar, 1977).
One of the concluding studies in the programmatic behavioral analysis series conducted
as part of this extensive research on the supervision process was conducted by McKenzie (1976).
As an extension of the self- management research, he wanted to investigate the ability of student
teachers to implement their own behavior change projects. The Thurber project was intended as a
behaviorally based model designed to provide a team approach involving peer assessment to
develop student teacher pedagogical skills. Assigned in pairs, the sample of four physical
education student teachers observed, analyzed, and provided feedback to their partners regarding
their teaching performance. Concomitantly, the student teachers were participating in a
behavioral workshop to improve upon their techniques in the categories of gym rules, positive
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reinforcement, extinction, modeling, token economy procedures, behavior games, behavior
contracting, response cost, and time out. The research indicated that such a project aided in
teacher and student interactions and more importantly, the student teachers ability to demonstrate
measurable and recognizable results of their own teaching in the face of immediate
accountability.
These studies were some of the first in physical education to examine the improvement of
student teaching behavior profiles when an intervention of data based feedback was provided.
Subsequent to these initial efforts were break-through studies that discovered that data based
feedback to practicing teachers led to a decrease in pupil management when provided by
cooperating teachers (Birdwell, 1980), principals trained in supervision (Ratliffe, 1986), and
student teachers trained in self- management techniques (Eldar, 1990).
Several research studies were synthesized by Mancini, Wuest, and Van der Mars (1985)
that collectively show evidence of the effects of systematic data collection on teacher behaviors.
However, an array of different instrumentation was utilized to collect these data jeopardizing the
external validity. The series of studies performed at Ithaca College investigated the use of
systematically collected data that was augmented with varying types of prescriptive feedback.
Feedback ranged from conventional supervisory feedback to the aforementioned feedback in
conjunction with instruction and supervision through the use of interaction analysis. Eight
studies were presented, which investigated different combinations of feedback utilizing various
systematic data collection instrumentation. The findings in each of the studies were that
significant differences existed in teacher behaviors and/or attitudes when provided with the
intervention. This lends strong support to the use of systematic supervision. The lessons were
taught in a micro peer teaching setting with feedback being provided on videotape. This is
important in the evolution of research on cooperating teachers in physical education. Kahan
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(1999) suggests that a majority of the information that exists on cooperating teachers’
supervisory behavior and its impact has been obtained via interviewing and journaling, and
rarely from live observation of supervisor behaviors. He goes on to say that “ no research has
collected and analyzed cooperating teacher behavior as it occurs in the gymnasium” (p. 127).
This is notable for the direction of future research and more importantly this study.
The importance of systematically collected data is well established in the literature. The
question now becomes what purpose do those data provide and what are its effects when
presented to the teaching population. Paese (1984) conducted a study investigating the effects of
a physical education cooperating teacher’s feedback versus that of a student teacher selfassessment. Three student teachers were used as subjects and the variable of verbal interactions
were measured. Interventions numbered two with the first consisting of having the cooperating
teacher collect the number of verbal interactions and provide that data to the student teacher
following their lesson. The second involved the student teacher wearing mini tape recorder and
coding and graphing the verbal interactions sometime prior to the next class. A multiple baseline
across subjects was used to determine if each of these methods would effect positive change in
the student teacher’s verbal interactions. Visual inspection suggests that both interventions were
effective in relation to the hypothesis, while no conclusion can be made as to which intervention
was more effective. The importance of this study is that it provides evidence that “student
teacher instructional behaviors can be targeted, changed, and maintained during a field
experience” (Paese, 1984, p. 57).
In a similar vein, Smith and Steffen (1994) conducted a study that has linked feedback to
performance of student teachers. Their investigation examined differential schedules of data
based feedback administered to student teachers, and their effect upon management time.
Knowledge of results were provided on schedules of daily, every other day, every fourth day,
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and no provision of data as the control. Each student teacher was live coded for a total of 28
lessons. Results demonstrated that the three subjects who received knowledge of results
decreased the amount of time spent on management once the interventions were introduced.
Although the researcher's hypotheses were not supported by the results, it does demonstrate that
systematically collected data based knowledge of results can incur change in the behavioral
profile of these student teachers. The results of this study are congruent with previously
completed feedback studies reported by Siedentop (1981), Paese (1984), and Eldar (1990). These
studies all suggest that the provision of data based knowledge of results is in fact a valuable
supervisory technique for improving the teaching skills of preservice physical education
teachers. The investigators as a result of this research suggest that future endeavors should focus
on transfer of skills to new teaching situations and retention once knowledge of results is
withdrawn.
Research on the long and short-term effects of supervisory feedback interactio ns have
also been examined. Although this study examines the interaction patterns of an intercollegiate
coach, the findings support previous research. Mancini et al. (1987) utilized a four-phase
intervention system to initiate behavior change. The phases consisted of videotaping and coding
observed behaviors using the CAFIAS (Cheffer, 1983) instrumentation. Phases consisted of (a)
collecting baseline data, (b) presenting of systematic supervisory feedback, (c) a return to
baseline was used, and (4) retention of behaviors examination one year later. The results showed
a change from phases one to three and three to four. Increased praise and information were found
to have taken place while direction giving and criticism decreased. The importance of such a
study to the research line of utilizing systematically collected data and presentation to persons in
teaching roles is that experienced coaches behaviors can be altered and even sustained over time.
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Studies conducted at West Virginia University have demonstrated the effects of data
based feedback strategies on the behaviors of preservice teachers. Landin (1984) utilized a
changing criterion design that allowed preservice teachers to set goals based upon data based
feedback following a peer teaching episode. Three teaching episodes were coded and the
information provided to the teacher immediately following the observation. Results supported
the notion that these teachers were able to improve upon weak instructional behaviors when
provided with data based feedback. Building upon this research, Luo (1995) examined the use of
strategy intervention on the teaching behaviors of five student teachers. Data based feedback
strategies and teaching strategies were supplied to participants during the post-teaching
conference. The conclusions suggested that a variety of teaching behaviors (management,
instruction, and observation) could be modified with the use of strategizing augmented by
systematically collected data. Both studies reinforce earlier work that reports specific teaching
skills when identified as needing improvement are targeted using constructive feedback in
combination with goal setting, improvement in the use of those skills within the primary training
setting will take place (Lounsbery & Sharpe, 1999).
Research on Time in Physical Education
A majority of the studies previously reviewed have examined the role of feedback in
relation to the amount of time cooperating teachers and student teachers a like, spend in a variety
of teaching behaviors. Furthermore, some studies have even looked at the effect that
systematically provided data to teachers has on the behavior profile of students. While research
on time is still in a relatively infantile stage, a well-developed line of research has been evolving.
As early as 1979, Berliner suggested that a variable known as academic learning time (ALT),
may be a more appropriate and accurate measure of student learning than typical achievement
measures. Academic learning time is defined as the time a student spends in an academic task
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that is performed with high success (Fisher, Marliave, & Filby, 1979). Academic learning time
allows one to assess learning as it occurs rather than in a summative fashion (e.g. end of unit or
year). This conceptual shift, from the early research focusing on teacher behaviors and time on
task, reflected the contemporary idea that how students spend instructional time is more related
student outcomes than how teachers spend their instructional time in physical education.
Student Time in Phys ical Education
The literature on student engagement time in physical education suggests that students
spend their time in what is termed either functional or non-functional time. Siedentop (1991)
refers to functional time as the amount of appropriate and successful engagement a student
accumulates that is likely to result in learning. This functional time can also be thought of as
academic learning time described in classroom literature (Borg, 1979; Berliner, 1979). Research
investigating this variable has suggested that the average amount of functional time that occurs in
a typical physical education setting ranges from 10-20% depending on the context (Dodds, Rife,
& Metzler, 1982; Metzler, 1989). It is important to note that research on functional time ha s
indicated that neither sex nor skill level was a significant variable accounting for differences in
student behavior percentages (Silverman, et al, 1984). However, the instructional context in
which the lessons were taught did produce significant differences in most all cases.
Non-functional time occurs when a student is engaged in a non-instructional aspect of an
ongoing lesson that does not afford the opportunity for learning to occur. A student may be
engaged in variety of behaviors such as on task management cognitive, and waiting (see
Appendix A). Research indicates that the range of time spent in on task management within a
typical physical education class is between 15-20% (Siedentop, 1991). The average time
observed for students engaged in cognitive percentages is 15-30%, while average time for those
in waiting for opportunities to respond ranges from 20-30% (Siedentop, 1991).
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Teacher Time in Physical Education
A review of the research suggests that physical education teachers spend their time in a
variety of behaviors within any given instructional session. However, those behaviors can be
consolidated into three thematic groups or functions; managing, instructing, and/or supervising
students. Observations of teachers have yielded a range of time that physical educators typically
spend engaged in managerial functions within a given lesson. The amount that is observed in a
typical physical education setting ranges from 15-35% (Luke, 1989; McLeish, 1985).
Instructional time refers to the amount of time a teacher is delivering subject- matter related
content to the students via verbal instructional, demonstrations, or physical manipulation. The
typical amount of time observed in a traditional physical education class is about 33% (Pieron,
1980). When teachers are supervising students by observing them from afar or in close
proximity, this monitoring time typically ranges from 20-45% (Siedentop, 1991). This study is
specifically investigating what happens when student teachers interact with cooperating teachers
during their supervised time. This communication is termed feedback. When delivered from
teacher to students in a physical education setting, the approximate observed rate is 1-2 feedback
statements per minute (Quarterman, 1977; Fink & Siedentop, 1989).
The teacher and student variables chosen to address are included because they are what
make up the ALT-PE system discussed below. It is advantageous in the evaluation of teaching
data to gauge its interpretation on the typical ranges that are found in the research. As suggested
by Silverman et al. (1984) that context is the crux of the data interpretation, a quantitative basis
should aid fashioning formative decisions.
Measuring Teacher and Student Variables
A conceptual framework was developed by Siedentop, Birdwell, and Metzler (1979), that
was germane to the discipline of physical education. This system termed ALT-PE involves a
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hierarchical decision- making format implemented by direct observation of individual students
within the context of an ongoing physical education class. A coding system was designed by
Metzler (1980) in which the student engagement variable was measured. Siedentop, Tousignant,
and Parker (1982) further revised this instrument into an interval recording system. Using six
second intervals, the observer records the context of the setting (subject matter or non-subject
matter) in addition to the subject being motor engaged or not.
To counter the liabilities of utilizing interval recording, losing instructional behaviors
during six-second recordings, Hawkins, Wiegand, and Bahneman (1982) developed a system
(West Virginia University Teacher Evaluation System) that allows real time direct observation
data collection that does not lose behaviors during recording. This ALT-based data collection
system was based upon the ALT-PE model for its simplicity, the observation skills needed are
acquired with ease, and the categories or behaviors are mutually exclusive. Selection of ALT-PE
as the student criterion process variables was based upon the strong support for academic
learning time as a predictor of student learning as well as the individual nature of the recording.
This means that the model enabled the data collector to focus on one student and maximize the
information being generated.
The teacher criterion process variables utilized within the WVU TES system (see
Appendix A) were born of a more difficult process. The eleven behaviors that make up the
response class categories were originally adopted by developing anecdotal records of the
behaviors of teachers while they were actually teaching. The anecdotal notes were then analyzed
and intuitively categorized by function. As teachers delivered content, they were observed
describing, demonstrating, or physically manipulating students through the subject matter. These
behaviors with respect to the system became the instructional behaviors of verbal instruction,
modeling, and physical guidance. Feedback types was based within the foundational literature
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which aided in identify positive and negative classifications. Supervision was seen as passive
(general) or active (specific) while the remaining behaviors were merely observed and recorded
because they are what teachers do (encouragement, non-task verbal, off task). The system was
developed inductively by watching teachers instruct within the natural context of the classroom.
While the WVU TES is based upon that original ALT-PE model, two significant
modifications were made. The first was that the student engagement variable was not the only
criterion process variable used. Eight student behaviors were created to aid in the examination of
what is happening when a student is not motor engaged. The second modification saw the
inclusion of technology as part of the collection system. In order to achieve more reliable data
with increased dimensions (e.g. duration, frequency, rate, percent, mean, rates of behavior
sequences), the developers began utilizing an electronic behavior data processor. The conceptual
foundation of ALT-PE is the impetus for the model used within this research study. It is based
the educational literature and is selected for this reason. While it is admitted that each
instructional context is unique unto itself, the research has suggested ranges that should aid in
making some interpretive decisions about the relative effectiveness of any particular instructional
session.
Summary
A topic of considerable interest in physical education is the improvement of the student
teaching field practicum. The relationship among the component s of the supervisory triad
(university supervisor, cooperating teacher, and student teacher) has always been tenuous. The
lack of supervisory knowledge and training on the members of the triad has been suggested as
the immediate and impending obstacle affecting the effectiveness of the student teaching
experience. Several studies have demonstrated the lack of substantive feedback on behalf of the
cooperating teacher. This is critical due to their influence on the student teacher as the day-to-day

Data-Based Feedback 43
representative of the supervisory triad. Provisions must be made in order to increase the activity
of the cooperating teacher and prompting of purposeful and pertinent feedback. It has been
documented that systematically collected data on clear and measurable behaviors can serve as
the change agent for student teacher's behaviors. There appears, though, to be a lack of data
collection occurring in live settings. A majority of the studies use video and audio to collect and
record data. Additionally, a liability of current research exists in the transfer of teaching
behaviors receiving feedback to novel teaching situations. Research that investigates the live
lesson from more of a longitudinal perspective across varying contexts may aid in identifying
practices that could ultimately lead to increased effectiveness within the supervisory triad. In
order to gather reliable data that affords the opportunity to view the instructional decisions being
made, a research based and educationally sound means of collecting data should be used. The
West Virginia University Teacher Evaluation System provides such a system due to its evolution
from the academic learning time-based research.
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Chapter 3
METHOD
The purpose of this study is to describe the effect on two student teachers’ behaviors
when they are provided with either (1) systematic data on selected behaviors only, or (2)
systematic data augmented by prescriptive feedback from the cooperating teacher. The purpose
of this section is to describe the method utilized to conduct this investigation. The information
will be organized as follows: (1) Participants, (2) Research design, (3) Instrumentation, (4)
Procedures, (5) Research hypotheses, and (6) Data analysis.
Participants
The population for this study was all cooperating teachers who have attended training
meetings and fulfilled the West Virginia University supervisory criteria. The sample for the
study consisted then of four cooperating teachers, three males and one female, with one each
representing either elementary or high school level, and two representing the middle school level
(see Table 1).
Table 1 Student Teaching Field Placement Schedule
Student Teachers

Weeks 1-5

Weeks 11-15

Student Teacher 1

Middle School Placement

½ Day Elementary School (AM)
½ Day High School (PM)

Student Teacher 2

Middle School Placement

½ Day High School (AM
½ Day Elementary School (PM)

* There is no physical education placement during weeks 6-10; students were teaching Health.

Cooperating teachers were selected using a five- item criterion system. The first criterion
examined the teaching experience possessed by each of the cooperating teachers in addition to
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their experience with student teachers (see Table 2). It was important to achieve a cross section
of cooperating teachers who were experienced as well as one’s who were novice. This will aid in
the generalizability of the results. Secondly, the cooperating teachers were selected based upon
past student teacher and university supervisor ratings. This aided in selecting those participants
who had a professional rapport and established an appropriate working relationship with the
student teachers. The third criterion for selection was proximity of the cooperating teacher to the
university. Due to the large number of data observations across all phases of the study and even
on a given day, it was critical that the schools in which the cooperating teachers instruct be of a
manageable distance for the researcher to travel. Adequacy of facilities was also a criterion for
selection for the reason of providing the student teachers a realistic environment comparable to
what they may encounter during their induction into the profession. The final criterion used was
the willingness of the cooperating teacher to participate in the study. While meeting all other
criteria, without the cooperating teacher's consent, the previous criteria are moot. Of those
selected, the two middle school cooperating teachers work within the same school district located
in an adjacent State to the elementary and high school cooperating teachers. The differing states,
however, use similar curricular guides to guide in programmatic decision-making. This parity
aids in contextualizing the student teaching experiences in that the student teachers are
essentially teaching like content utilizing similar curricular and instructional methodologies.
The two student teachers, one male (Subject X) and one female (Subject Y), were
selected utilizing a five-step process. Those students who were eligible for their student teaching
placement based upon completion of West Virginia University and department criteria and
coursework were included in the first step. Next, those students who were deemed eligible must
then pass the appropriate state mandated exams with a minimum score to be qualified for a
position at a student teaching field placement. Those who met the qualifications at this point
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were then separated into three groups: competent, intermediate, and remedial. The purpose of
this was to select student teachers with the capacity to demonstrate improvement in their
instruction. While all student teachers will undoubtedly need to improve their instructional
practices to increase student learning during this preservice placement, it is recognized that each
individual is not equal in pedagogical ability. The student teachers were grouped based upon past
teaching experiences and recommendations from the teacher education faculty. Two student
teachers were then selected from the group labeled intermediate due to their potential to
demonstrate improvement. Intuitively the remedial group would posses the greatest margin for
improvement; however, they were not considered for selection due to the nature of the research
design. Prior to data collection at all educational levels there were baseline data collection phases
in which the student teacher received no feedback for several data observations. Due to the level
of competency of the remedial group, it was thought to be in poor judgment to withhold
feedback from this population of student teachers. Conversely, utilizing the group labeled
competent would in effect demonstrate some ceiling effects in that the room for improvement
was relatively limited. Following the selection of the two student teachers from the intermediate
group, each was assigned placements with the aforementioned cooperating teachers previously
selected.
The role of researcher in this study was to insure the fidelity of the protocols for the
implementation of interventions during the application of the independent variables of
systematically collected feedback and systematically collected feedback in conjunction with the
prescriptive feedback of the cooperating teacher. In addition to attending to procedural fidelity,
the researcher was also the primary data collector, utilizing the WVU TES to gather and
construct teacher and student behavior profiles. The researcher was present for each and every
data provision session between the student and cooperating teacher. While the presence of the
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researcher was unmistakable, at no point did the researcher interfere or interrupt the cooperating
teacher from delivering either intervention. The researcher recorded and collected anecdotal
notes in addition to the behavioral data.
Approval for this study was secured by the Institutional Review Board for the Protection
of Human Subjects through its exempt protocol due to the fact this research employs normal
educational supervisory practices, which are a natural consequence of the preservice field based
teaching experience.
Table 2 Participants’ Teaching and Cooperating Teaching Experience
Cooperating teachers and

Years of teaching

Number of previous

Level of Teaching

Student teacher

experience

student teachers

Experience

Middle School (X)

19

65

Elementary & Middle

High School (X and Y)

25

140

High

Middle School (Y)

21

50

Middle

Elementary School (X and Y)

14

3

Elementary

Research Design
A complex, single case reversal to baseline design was employed in this study. This
research method examines the effects of an intervention by alternating the baseline condition,
where there is no intervention in effect, with the intervention condition. In a standard reversal to
baseline design, the baseline to intervention phase is then followed by a return to baseline
(e.g. baseline phase, application of treatment, return to baseline, application of treatment).
The complexity of the design for this study attempted to employ three cycles of reversal to
baseline across three student teaching placements (elementary, middle, and high school). The
purpose in utilizing such a research design was to describe the current levels of behavior while
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also being afforded the opportunity to predict what the behaviors might be like in the future. The
intervention that followed the baseline period in fact tested the predictions of the researcher in
relation to those baseline levels. Finally, the intervention was removed and the condition of
baseline was restored. The intention here was similar to the original baseline phase in that it
described current performance and provided the opportunity to predict what the behavior would
be like in the future. The researcher was also able to demonstrate the relationship between the
performance and the intervention. The reversal to baseline design was implemented to make and
test predictions about performance under differing conditions. These conditions consisted of
either systematically collected data as feedback or the data along with the prescriptive feedback
of the cooperating teacher. The researcher judged the length of the interventions and baseline
phases based upon the data collected.
Instrumentation
Behavioral data were collected across the duration of each of three placements
(elementary, middle, and high school) using the West Virginia University Teaching Evaluation
System (WVU TES), an academic learning time (ALT) based instrument. The WVU TES is a
multiple behavior coding system that is capable of collecting comprehensive and mutually
exclusive data in eleven teacher and eight student response classes (Hawkins, Wiegand, &
Bahneman, 1982) (Appendix B). The eleven teacher behaviors include general observation,
encouragement, positive and corrective feedback, management, verbal instruction, modeling,
physical guidance, non-task verbal, off task, and specific observation. The eight student
response classes include motor appropriate, motor inappropriate, motor supporting, cognitive,
interim, waiting, on-task management, and off task. The WVU TES utilizes a PC notebook with
software that enables it to collect duration (temporal percentages) and frequency (rate) data on all
response classes. Within the system, the data collector designates keys to represent various
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student and teacher behaviors that will be monitored. Once the keys are defined, the data
collector can then simply press the various keys to record the occasion of these behaviors and
release the key when the behavior has stopped. The computer instantly tabulates frequency and
duration of each particular behavior that has been recorded (Boyce & Kelly, 1992).
Experienced teacher educators who designed the behavioral categories based on
educational literature developed the system. These behaviors are thought to have a relationship to
instructional effectiveness in physical education (Mohr, 2000). The data provided by the system
are dependent upon context specific interpretation. Contextual factors must be viewed without
the broad stroke of generalization. However, as discussed earlier, there are ranges of behavior
percentages that typical lessons exhibit. The WVU TES is a reliable and informative indicator of
instructional effectiveness in physical education as long as interobserver agreement is established
and maintained. Several other universities (e.g., Appalachian State, Auburn University, Illinois
State, McGill University, South Dakota State) have adopted the use of this system in the
supervision of their preservice teachers (Sharpe, 1997).
Interobserver agreement levels (.85) on the WVU TES can generally be achieved with
about eight hours of instruction and practice. The researcher in the study collected all the data
utilizing the WVU TES. Prior to data collection, the researcher was required to achieve an
accuracy and reliability rating of 85% or better. This level of reliability is more stringent that
what is called for during field based observer agreements. If observers were trained at a higher
level than required, their ability to reach the generally accepted level of 80% would be
characterized as competent. Accuracy was assessed through observation comparisons with
several short segments of prepared criterion-coded videotapes. Reliability was assessed through
comparisons of the trainee’s response class data, collected from a video tape of physical
education lessons, to another observer’s response class data using the same coded criterion
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video. This observer was trained using the aforementioned protocols for reliability. The formula
utilized to determine interobserver agreement was based on the following mathematical
procedure: IA = agreements/agreements + disagreements x 100 (Kazdin 1982).
The researcher was randomly checked throughout the study for interobserver agreement.
A second data collector was enlisted to observe and record data from the same teaching episodes
as the primary data collector. Random reliability checks were attempted to be performed a
minimum of once per phase. Again, the data collectors were required to achieve an accuracy and
reliability rating of 80% or better during the study once in the field. The formula for deciding
interobserver agreement was calculated post data observation and was displayed as a point on the
performance graphs included in the results section of this study.
Procedures
For organizational purposes, the procedures section described here is arranged into the
following sub-sections: (1) student and cooperating teacher training of behavioral terms, (2) the
behavioral observation and baseline data collection, (3) behavioral observation and interventions,
(4) return to baseline, (5) behavioral observation and reversal of interventions, (6) repeating
design at a varied educational level, and (7) student teacher interview.
Student Teacher Training. As part of the student teacher coursework at West Virginia University,
the student teachers are required to enroll in a 2 credit hour student teaching seminar that runs in
unison with their teaching practicum. During this seminar within the first week of their
experience, the student teachers were introduced to the behavioral categories by identification
and application of behavioral terms and definitions (Appendix B). Due to the fact that the
students are not collecting the data, it is not necessary to train them to reliability and validity
percentages on the functional use of the software. A working knowledge of categories and
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definitions was reasonable at this juncture so that they possessed an awareness of what the data
percentages indicated related to the behavior categories.
Cooperating Teacher Training. Prior to the student teachers’ arrival at their field placements, the
cooperating teachers completed the same training procedures the student teachers did with the
exception of the addition of narrative scenarios. They were provided with behavioral terms and
their definitions and were required to identify those from a series of unlabeled definitions and a
list of narrative scenarios. These scenarios described a student or teacher engaged in a behavior
in which the cooperating teacher or student teacher needed to label correctly. The cooperating
teacher needed to meet the success criteria of 80% before the pre-service teacher began the
student teaching placement.
Baseline Data Collection. As a natural consequence of the student teaching field placement,
students who had met the university credit and criteria requirements were eligible for the study.
They were placed at schools in which West Virginia University had a trained cooperating teacher
as the lead teacher of the physical education program. The researcher observed and collected
data constructing a behavioral profile of the student teacher prior to any intervention. The data
collected were on the eleven teacher response classes and the eight-student response classes
outlined in the WVU TES procedures (see Appendix A). The behavioral profile was constructed
and examined for two factors: (1) areas of concern or need of remedial attention, and (2) for the
behaviors identified as being in need of remedial attention having stabilized and/or demonstrated
a negative trend. At this point the cooperating teacher along with the student teacher selected
from the behaviors most in need of improvement. They selected one teacher behavior and one
student behavior on which the data and cooperating teacher prescriptive feedback in the
intervention would focus. During this baseline period, the cooperating teachers were instructed
to discontinue any systematic data collection they were employing as a part of their normal
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observations of the student teaching placement. The baseline phase was then followed by one of
two different interventions. The baseline consisted of a minimum of five data points; however,
the stabilization of data was a major determinate of when to begin the next phase. Although the
cooperating teacher was not systematically collecting any data, they were asked to provide
information about the context of each lesson. The contextual information will include number of
students, lesson content, learning objectives, instructional style, and descriptive notes about what
was taking place during that particular lesson. The cooperating teacher continued to complete
this information for each lesson that the student teacher taught through intervention and baseline
data collection. The researcher then took this sheet and added any additional information
deemed necessary such as the nature of the discussion between the cooperating teacher and
student teacher and other pertinent observations. These anecdotal notes served as a debriefing
prompt during the student teacher interview that followed the study.
Interventions. The intervention consisted of both treatments, data sharing and data sharing
paired with prescriptive feedback, determined at random. One intervention was applied to the
selected teacher response class and the second intervention was applied to the selected student
response class. For example, while the cooperating teacher was providing prescriptive feedback
along with the systematic data collected on the teacher’s behavior, the cooperating teacher was
only providing systematically collected data on the student behavior without the prescriptive
feedback. Procedural fidelity checklists (Appendix C) were used for two main purposes. The first
purpose was for it to serve as a prompt for the cooperating teacher to adhere to the feedback
protocols. The second purpose involved provid ing the researcher with an instrument to use to
obtain interobserver agreement with the cooperating teacher in adhering to the feedback
protocols.
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The first intervention consisted of providing the student teacher with a response class
definition of the behavior chosen to affect change. This term and definition were accompanied
by the percentage of time and/or the frequency the student teacher or the students spent in this
specific category (Appendix D). The cooperating teacher only provided the quantitative results to
the student teacher without prescribing changes for them to improve. This intervention was
designed to investigate the student teacher’s ability to translate quantitative data on his teaching
episode into effective teaching practice. The cooperating teacher refrained from providing any
information or judgments about the performance of the student teacher during this intervention.
During the second intervention, the cooperating teacher not only provided the
systematically collected data obtained from the WVU TES, but also now augmented that
quantitative data with some qualitative feedback (Appendix D). The cooperating teacher
provided prescriptive feedback from his own knowledge and experience. This prescriptive
feedback included strengths, weaknesses, goal setting, and/or strategies. The researcher refrained
from training the cooperating teachers in any specific model of supervision to authenticate the
results or outcomes of the student teacher’s performance. Data within the lessons were collected
during the segment referred to as the body, which is the presentation and practice of the actual
lesson content. This excluded opening activities which prepares students for the lesson content
such as taking roll, warm ups and entry into the classroom. The body of the lesson also excluded
the lesson closure, which was the concluding activities of the lesson such as culminating
application tasks, review of lesson objectives, and students exit. The rationale for limiting the
time frame of which behavior data was coded was to help standardize the data collection process.
It is accepted that the contexts of each lesson were markedly different depending on the content
and learning objectives at each placement. However, during the lesson body, each lesson
characteristically demonstrated students involved in psychomotor activity in the presence of a
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teacher who was providing some amount of positive and corrective feedback as well as
managing and maintaining the learning environment. The duration of each class depending on
the educational level, varied. Elementary school classes were approximately 30 minutes long
while high school class sessions tended to run about forty-five minutes. If the researcher had
only coded the first thirty minutes of each lesson, the results would not be comparable. The high
school and middle school students spent a minimum of five to seven minutes changing in the
locker rooms for class. The ability to select the center portion of the lesson afforded the
researcher the ability to lessen the behavioral “noise” that may have clouded the picture of what
the teacher was doing.
Return to Baseline. The intervention was then followed by a return to baseline to demonstrate
the strength of the treatment (Kazdin, 1982). When the researcher was satisfied with the
demonstrated effects of the intervention (stability and trend), a return to baseline was initiated.
During this phase, behavioral data were generated with the WVU TES measuring the profiles of
the student teachers. The cooperating teacher did not provide systematic data or prescriptive
feedback to the pre-service teacher during this phase. Again, a procedural fidelity checklist was
utilized to validate the process of feedback and interactions between the cooperating teacher and
student teacher. This return to baseline consisted of few (3 to 4) data points. The purpose of this
return was to demonstrate the relationship between performance and the treatment. Due to
administrative issues, the number of days the available for data observations during the middle
school placement for both student teachers was limited. A return to baseline between the
intervention phases was not implemented in efforts to allow more data observations during the
intervention phases.
Reversal of Interventions. After the short return to baseline phase, which was characterized by
no provision of feedback, the interventions were reversed. If the teacher behavior was being
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applied the data only intervention, it now received the systematically collected data along with
the cooperating teacher’s prescriptive feedback. Conversely, if the student behaviors were being
provided data and prescriptive feedback, they now received data only. This procedure of reversal
of interventions is common to reversal to baseline designs. One of the most commonly used
versions of the reversal to baseline single case design is the four-phase design (Kazdin, 1982).
This reversal aided in making inferences about the effects of the interventions by comparing the
different conditions presented to the same subject over time.
Return to Baseline. The intervention again was followed by a return to baseline to demonstrate
the strength of the treatment. When the researcher was satisfied with the demonstrated effects of
the intervention, a return to baseline was initiated. As before, behavioral data was generated with
the WVU TES to measure the profiles of the student teachers. The cooperating teacher did not
provide systematic data or prescriptive feedback to the student teacher during this phase. Again,
a procedural fidelity checklist was utilized in efforts to validate the process of feedback and
interactions between the cooperating and student teacher. This return to baseline phase consisted
of few data points.
Varied Educational Level. As the student teacher reached the end of his return to baseline phase,
he transferred to a varied educational level and began a new five-week placement (elementary,
middle, or high school). At this point the student teacher began the process of baseline,
intervention, and return to baseline at a new setting. The cooperating teacher at the new
placement followed the identical protocols as the previous cooperating teacher, aided by the use
of the fidelity checklists. The student teacher again moved through each phase in the same
fashion as in their previous placement. The only change was the application of the intervention.
In order to avoid the possibility that cyclical patterns may exist, the interventions were alternated
in which order they were applied. At the first placement if prescriptive feedback was applied to
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the student teacher’s behavior, it now was applied to the school-aged student behaviors. Both
interventions were always present, but applied to the response class behaviors discriminately.
Additionally, the behaviors that were examined during the previous placement were excluded
from the target behavior options for the next phase. The purpose of this was to investigate the
treatments effects on a few teacher and student behaviors, not just one.
This study followed two student teachers through the described process across three
educational levels, for three 5-week sessions for a total of 10 weeks. The cooperating teacher at
each phase remained the same for the two student teachers with exception of the middle school
placement. Due to scheduling issues related to the Physical Education Teacher Education
Program certification process, the placements were scheduled in a non-traditional fashion.
During the first five weeks of the student teaching placement, the students were assigned to a
middle school. This experience lasted for a total of five weeks. Following this field experience
there was a five-week hiatus in which the physical education student teacher completed a
mandatory five-week health education placement. After this health experience the student
teacher split his time for the remaining high school and elementary placements. One of the
teachers was teaching at an elementary placement for the morning hours while the second
student teacher was delivering instruction at the high school level. At mid day these two teachers
exchanged places and resumed the other’s teaching schedule for the remainder of the day at the
new educational level. The reasoning for the splitting of the field placement was to afford the
student teacher the opportunity to experience all three educational levels during this culminating
training experience. The same elementary and high school cooperating teachers were used for
both student teachers.
Student Teacher Interview. Following the preservice teaching experience, each student teacher
participated in a semi-structured interview. The interviews were audio recorded and transcribed
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by a qualified professional. The questions were worded in an open-ended format to encourage
comprehensive responses (see Appendix E). The investigator asked clarifying and probing
questions when necessary. The interview served to debrief each subject at the studies end and to
ask questions on how they responded to the different levels of the independent variable.
Anecdotal notes and actual lesson data were used as prompts for additional questions that the
researcher deemed appropriate.
Research Hypotheses
The following research hypotheses represent an exploration into the supervision of preservice teachers who are overseen and guided by cooperating teachers associated with one
University’s student teaching program. The research hypotheses were based on previous
empirical and theoretical literature and the intuition of this investigator:
1.

The provision of systematically collected data to a student teacher via the
cooperating teacher will have a positive effect upon both the teacher and student
behaviors.

2.

The provision of systematically collected data augmented via a cooperating
teacher’s prescriptive feedback will have a positive effect upon both the teacher
and student behaviors.

3.

Positive changes across all three levels of education will be demonstrated for both
data only and data plus prescriptive feedback.

4.

The provision of data and prescriptive feedback will yield greater effect than that
of providing systematically collected data only.

5.

The order of data provision (data and prescriptive feedback to systematically
collected data only) will demonstrate that a greater effect than from delivery of a
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reversed order (systematically collected data only to data and prescriptive
feedback).
Data Analysis
Evaluations of the effects of the interventions were conducted by visually inspecting
graphic displays and tables of the data. The inspection scrutinized the following characteristics
associated with a single case behavior analytic design: (1) mean, (2) level, (3) trend, (4) latency,
and (5) variability (Table 3). The data analysis was performed by first graphically displaying the
participants’ behavioral class temporal percentages and rates. This was performed to facilitate a
judgment of whether the data demonstrated a pattern inferring change. The purpose of the
graphic display was to decide whether a change has been demonstrated and whether that change
can be attributed to the intervention.
The criteria used for visual inspection of data are described in terms of definition and
outcome. Analysis was conducted for changes in patterns for mean by using a mathematical
average and visual inspection with the outcome either increasing, decreasing, or showing no
change. Visual inspection of this pattern suggested whether or not the interventions led to
consistent changes.
Changes in level were analyzed by utilizing visual inspection examining the direction of
immediate change across the experimental conditions. This revealed the shift of performance
from the end of one phase to the beginning of the next phase. This was independent of the
change that may be shown in mean scores.
Also important to the visual inspection and analysis of data was the change in trend.
Analysis of trend took place through the visual inspection of the direction of change across
experimental levels focusing on an increase, decrease, or no change. This examination
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demonstrated the tendency of the data to show systematic increases or decreases over time within
a phase.
Also of interest in the investigation of the data obtained was the latency of the change
that occurred. As the phases were altered by each intervention and return to baseline phases,
visual inspection determined the length of the period between the onset or termination of one
condition and changes in performance. The more closely in time that the change occurred after
the experimental conditions had been altered, the clearer the intervention effect.
While each of these characteristics frequently accompanies one another, each is mutually
exclusive and can occur independently. Whether a particular intervention was considered reliable
through visual inspection depended on the variability of performance within a specific phase.
Variability was viewed by inspecting the standard deviations between all data points in a phase
along with visual inspection.
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Table 3 Visual Inspection Characteristics and Criteria for Measurement
Characteristic

Criteria for Measurement

Mean1

Mathematical average inspection – increase, decrease, or no change.

Level1

Visual inspection, direction of immediate change across the experimental
conditions – increase, decrease, no change.

Trend 2

Visual inspection, direction of change across experimental conditions –
increase, decrease, or no change.

Latency2

Visual inspection, length of the period between the onset or termination of
one condition and changes in performance.

Variability

Visual inspection - standard deviations between all data points in a phase –
increase, decrease, or no change.

Note. 1 Denotes characteristic related to changes in magnitude. 2 Denotes changes related to rate.
From “Single-Case Research Designs: Methods for Clinical and Applied Settings,” by A. E.
Kazdin, 1982, New York, Oxford University Press.
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Chapter 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the results that were derived from the analysis
of the data and to discuss those results in light of the literature. This chapter is divided into the
following sections: 1) Results of Subject X, 2) Results of Subject Y, and 3) Discussion.
Results of Student Teaching Behavioral Profile
The results for each subject are divided into three sections. These sections are comprised
of the field placements in which the subjects taught. Additionally within each section, further
discussion will occur yielding two subsections: teacher and student behaviors. The results will be
described in terms of the order of the placements in which the subjects taught. For a consolidated
table of phase change data for each placement and behavior, see Appendix G. The reader is
encouraged to examine and analyze the behavioral data with some caution.
Visual Inspection. It should be noted that depending on the dependent variable, the type
of measurement used would vary. For instance, during Y’s elementary school placement, she is
observed and intervened upon delivering corrective feedback, which is measured by rate per
minute. However, the student behavior at the same placement, motor appropriate, is measured in
percent duration. The reader needs to be aware of this change in measurement as to accurately
view and interpret the data.
Semi-Structured Interview Data. As discussed in the methodology, following the three
preservice field placements, the student teachers engaged in a semi-structured interview with the
researcher to investigate more qualitatively the effect of the interventions. Excerpts of the
interview will be used throughout the discussion to augme nt the findings of this researcher.
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Interobserver Agreement
Data collected during the course of this investigation were periodically checked for
reliability by having an additional data collector gather data independently of the researcher.
These data were collected twice per placement per dependant variable. Subsequently, the data
were analyzed on a point-by-point agreement basis. The range of interobserver agreement was
.80 to .99 meeting the acceptable level of .80 for each of the twenty- four interobserver data
collection sessions. The average level of agreement was 91.
Subject X
Middle School
Educational Context. This placement was characterized by the use of the sport education
curriculum and instruction model for the sport content of soccer. The re were approximately 32
eighth graders in this class and the student teacher had access to a full size gymnasium. This
space also included a small eight-piece fitness center that housed free weights and a few
cardiovascular machines. In line with the sport education model, the student extended the
traditional multi-activity model and taught soccer using sport education for the entire placement,
which consisted of 15 teaching sessions. The student teacher used a variety of teaching styles
including cooperative learning, peer instruction, and direct instruction. Each lesson followed a
template, which was comprised of a team warm- up, team review and practice time,
individual/team practice, and application of the lesson focus into a modified soccer game. The
student teacher traversed from skill development early in the season (lessons 1-9) and then into
more formalized game play and tournament play for the remainder of the season (lessons 10-15).
All instructional sessions were taught indoors and occurred early in the instructional school day
(Period 2). Each session lasted 40 minutes.
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Teacher Behavior. The teacher variable intervened upon during this placement was
management duration. Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the data collected during this
time. During baseline, management data seemed to exhibit a downward trend, though during this
phase, data were highly variable. This variability is primarily attributed to the spike in data
observation three. This increase in management duration during this data observation helped to
produce a mean of 52.82%. Upon intervention of data provision only, little trend was exhibited
in conjunction with moderate to high variability. This variability is primarily a function of the
spike in data point nine. Despite this increased variability, the mean did change with low latency
to 40.08%. This change in latency was a function of the first data point of the intervention
immediately dropping to approximately the mean. The slope changed to a very slight upward
trend in this phase, and even this trend was most likely heavily influenced by the spike in data
point nine. The final phase of data paired with prescriptive feedback revealed a continued
decrease in the phase data mean to the measurement of 38.74%. This decreased mean was
accompanied by a shift in trend to a decreasing slope, but again to such a degree as the trend was
almost horizontal. These data did demonstrate stability with the exception of data point fifteen,
which dropped in relation to the previous four data points.
The results for the mean of the dependent variable management shows a decrease in level
across both treatment phases. Analysis also shows that a deceleration of the downward slope was
observed in the data and prescriptive feedback intervention along with a continued decrease in
variability. Furthermore, the data indicate a decrease in variability from the baseline phase,
continuing to increase in stability across the next two intervention phases.
Student Behavior. The student variable that was provided a treatment during the middle
school placement was waiting duration. As represented by Figure 2, there were three distinct
phases to this placement. Variability was high during the initial baseline phase due to the range
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of data observations. This large range is a function of a high slope accompanied by a mean
performance of 39.16%. Upon application of the treatment data and prescriptive feedback, a
decrease in trend was evident by a significant change in slope. The dimension of mean changed
considerably in relation to the baseline phase by decreasing to 7.99%. These changes happened
with a low latency and noticeably smaller variability. The data seemed to gain stability as this
phase progressed. In the final phase where only data were provided the subject, there continued
to be a deceleration of the slope to nearly zero when viewed in relation to the previous
intervention phase. However, the slope as with data only treatment for the teacher behavior, was
extremely low and characterized in effect by a horizontal line. The mean for this phase continued
to lower from the previous phase to a level of 2.18%. This took place with low latency since the
first data point of the treatment phase decreased immediately to the mean level.
The data results for the mean of the dependent variable waiting shows a decrease in level
across both treatment phases. Analysis also shows a trend reversal following baseline
demonstrated by the decreased slope and it’s continued decline in direction for the data and
prescriptive feedback and data only interventions. The variability lowered across all three data
phases demonstrating an increase in the stability of the data as the study unfolded.
High School
Educational Context. This placement was characterized by the use of the sport education
curriculum and instruction model for the sport content of volleyball. There were approximately
10 eleven and twelve graders in this class and the student teacher had access to a full size
gymnasium. This space included two regulation sized vo lleyball nets/courts as well as additional
space for skills practice. In line with the sport education model, the student extended the
traditional multi-activity model and taught volleyball using sport education for the entire
placement, which consisted of 16 teaching sessions. The student teacher used a variety of
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teaching styles including cooperative learning, peer instruction, and direct instruction. Each
lesson followed a template, which was comprised of a team warm- up, team review and practice
time, individual/team practice, and application of the lesson focus into a modified volleyball
game. The student teacher traversed from skill development early in the season (lessons 1-12)
and then into more formalized game play and tournament play for the remainder of the season
(lessons 13-16). All instructional sessions were taught indoors and occurred later in the
instructional school day (Prior to lunch). Each session lasted 50 minutes.
Teacher Behavior. The teacher variable intervened upon during this student teaching
placement was non-task verbal duration. Figure 3 provides a visual representation of the data
collected during this time. During baseline, there was no observation of the dependent variable
occurring. The absence of this behavior during baseline phase resulted in a mean, level, trend,
and variability of zero. Upon intervention of data only, the mean rose to a level of .97%. This
relatively low mean did change with low latency however. The slope changed to an upward trend
now showing acceleration. The variability of the data also increased, although any change from
zero would produce some alterations in the stability of the data. Due to the number of
observation sessions available, a return to baseline was introduced following the first
interventio n. The mean, now at .88%, did not change significantly, however. This was primarily
a function of the spike of data point 12. A decrease in variability was paired with a shift in trend
revealing a decreasing slope, but again this was primarily a function of the spike in data point 12.
The final phase of data and prescriptive feedback, demonstrated an immediate reversal in trend
as an increasing slope was observed. The mean level rose significantly to 3.17% and did so with
a low latency of change. Variability of the data increased as a function of the rapid rise from data
points 13 to 14. Following the immediate and substantive increase in performance of data point
12, the dependant variable was relatively stable for the remainder of the intervention phase.
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Figure 1 – Subject X’s teacher behavior profile at the middle school placement with mean lines
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Figure 2 – Subject X’s student behavior profile at the middle school placement with mean lines
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The data results for the mean of the dependent variable non-task verbal shows an increase
in level across both treatment phases, albeit a limited increase. Analysis also shows an upward
trend following the initial baseline phase for the treatment of data only. Moreover, a trend
reversal following return to baseline for the data and prescriptive feedback treatment was also
demonstrated by an increase in slope. Again these changes in trend reversal and mean are
relatively small due to the slight size of the increase. The variability of the data was the highest
during both treatment phases; however, this is primarily a function of following zero variability
during baseline, and slight gain in performance of the dependent variable following a return to
baseline.
Student Behavior. The student variable provided treatment during the high school
placement was interim duration. As represented by Figure 4, there were four distinct phases to
this placement. During the initial baseline phase, variability was high due to the range of data.
This large range served to produce a decelerating slope in the trend, however it was almost
horizontal. A mean level of 36.57% accompanied the slight downward trend. The intervention of
data and prescriptive feedback demonstrated a change in the mean to a decreased level of
21.58%. This reduction in mean took place with low latency of change in that the first data point
of the treatment dropped to the mean level. The slope continued to decelerate to a greater degree
than observed during baseline. The variability of the data during this treatment phase improved
thereby demonstrating increased stability. A return to baseline was initiated and the data
demonstrated a rise in the mean to a level of 25.29%. This rise in mean was paired with a
reversal in the direction of the trend. The slope now was accelerating at a high rate. The
variability of the data also increased following the removal of treatments. This increase in
variability is primarily a function of data point ten. The subsequent data points in this phase
demonstrate stability at or around the mean level. The final treatment was applied followed by a
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reversal in the trend. There was now a deceleration of the slope, opposite of the previous data
phase. In combination with deceleration of slope, a change in variability was observed. The data
demonstrated increased stability while creating a lower mean level of 18.91%. This change in
mean level took place with a low latency of change.
The data results for the mean of the dependent variable interim duration shows a decrease
in level across both treatment phases. Analysis shows a decreasing trend during baseline, but a
change in the deceleration of the slope during the subsequent treatment phase. This change in
slope indicates a greater rate of decline for the respective data points. A reversal in trend was
also observed following the return to baseline data phase, which was demonstrated by a
decelerating slope. The variability lowered during each treatment phase demonstrating an
increase in the stability of the data across the high school placement.
Elementary School
Educational Context. This placement was characterized by the use of the teacher directed
instruction for the activity content of long rope jumping and ball handling skills. There were
approximately 16 kindergarteners in this class and the student teacher had access to half of a full
size gymnasium. This space was divided by a hanging partition that separated this class and
another on the opposite side. The student teacher used a variety of teaching strategies for both
units of instruction but relied heavily on direct instruction. Each lesson was comprised of an
instant activity, which was typically unaligned with the instructional focus of the day, followed
by individual skill development. The student teacher traversed from long rope jumping skill
development early in the placement (lessons 1-12) and then into ball handling skills for the
remainder of the placement (lessons 13-20). All instructional sessions were taught indoors and
occurred later in the instructional school day (following lunch). Each session lasted 40 minutes.
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Figure 3 – Subject X’s teacher behavior profile at the high school placement with mean lines
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Figure 4 – Subject X’s student behavior profile at the high school placement with mean lines
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Teacher Behavior. The teacher variable intervened upon during this student teaching
placement was rate of positive feedback. Figure 5 provides a visual representation of the data
collected during this time. During baseline, positive feedback data exhibited a low upward trend
that was in essence horizontal. This low slope was accompanied by a small amount of variability.
The data seemed to stabilize across the latter half of the baseline phase at the mean level of .250.
Upon intervention of data and prescriptive feedback, a significant rise in the mean was observed
resting at a level of 2.029. This rise in mean took place immediately, thereby yielding a low
latency of change. The stability of the data was noted at a higher variability than the previous
baseline phase. This high variability was primarily a function of the large gain in data
performance from data points six and seven. The trend continued downward demonstrating a
deceleration of the slope. A return to baseline phase was then introduced and treatments were
removed. The data performance lowered to a mean level of 1.187. This mean level was achieved
immediately as the first data point in the return to baseline phase fell directly at or around the
mean. This low latency was coupled with a decrease in the variability of the data. There did
appear to be some relative stability in the data across this phase. While the trend reversed
directions, it was measured at a slope that would provide almost a horizontal line. The final
phase of data only demonstrated a slightly higher variability in relation to the previous phase.
Even with this increase in variability, the data seemed to posses a relative amount of stability. In
addition, the data also rose in mean level to 1.581 and did so with a low latency of change. The
trend showed some deceleration, but again was measured at such a slope as to indicate a
horizontal trend.
The data results for the mean of the dependant variable positive feedback shows an
increase in level across both treatment phases. Analysis also shows reversal and deceleration of
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the slope observed in the data only intervention, but at a measurement that would indicate a
small trend. Variability of the data was the highest in both treatment phases; however, this is
primarily a function of the large gains made once each intervention was applied. Much of the
variability can be attributed to the result of one data point.
Student Behavior. The student variable provided treatment during the elementary
placement was on task management duration. As represented by Figure 6, there were four
distinct phases to this placement. During the initial baseline phase, variability was moderately
high due to the range of data observations. Much of the variability was a result of the rise in data
performance from data point one to data point two. Although the rise in data of the initial
observations was moderate, a trend line of zero was observed. The lack of a trend was paired
with a mean level of 20.85%. Upon the application of the treatment data only, the mean level fell
to a measurement of 17.97%. This change was immediate and occurred with low latency. The
variability was lessened and the behavior appeared to gain stability in relatio n to the previous
data phase. The trend was evident in the deceleration of the slope however it was close to being a
horizontal line. Following the first treatment phase, a return to baseline was introduced. This
phase was characterized by an increase in the phase level mean, which was measured at 20.73%.
In addition, there was an increase in the variability of the data indicating less stability in the
dependent variable performance. The trend that was almost horizontal now began to show a
marked increase. The slope of the trend was now accelerating to a greater degree than seen
previously. The final phase of data and prescriptive feedback was marked by a change in trend.
A reversal was demonstrated in a decelerating slope for the phase data. The mean level also
lowered to 16.25% and did so with a low latency of change. This phase also witnessed an
increase in the stability of the data.
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Figure 5 – Subject X’s teacher behavior profile at the elem. school placement with mean lines
On Task Managment
80.00

Baseline

Data Only

Interobserver Agreement
Return to Baseline

Data and Prescriptive
Feedback

70.00

Percent Duration

60.00
50.00
40.00
30.00
20.00
10.00
0.00
Elementary School Data Observations

Figure 6 – Subject X’s student behavior profile at the elem. school placement with mean lines
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The data results for the mean of the dependent variable on task management shows a
decrease in level across both treatment phases. Analysis shows a slope that was decelerating in
both of the interventions, with the treatment of data and prescriptive feedback demonstrating a
reversal in trend from the previous return to baseline phase. Variability lowered during each
treatment phase demonstrating an increase in the stability of the data across the elementary
school placement.
Subject Y
Middle School
Educational Context. This placement was characterized by the use of the sport education
curriculum and instruction model for the sport content of ultimate Frisbee and volleyball. There
were approximately 29 seventh graders in this class and the student teacher had access to a full
size gymnasium. This space also included a small 6-piece fitness center that housed free weights
and a few cardiovascular machines (3) in a room adjacent to the gymnasium. Although the
student teacher was using a version of the sport education model, she did not extend the
traditional multi-activity model and taught ultimate Frisbee half placement, which consisted of 8
teaching sessions, and volleyball for the other half, consisting of 9 teaching sessions. The student
teacher used a variety of teaching styles including cooperative learning, peer instruction, and
direct instruction. Each lesson followed a similar template, which was comprised of a team
warm- up, individual/team practice, and application of the lesson focus into a modified game. The
student teacher traversed from skill development early in the unit (lessons 1-4 and 9-12) and then
into more formalized game play and tournament play for the remainder of the unit (lessons 5-10
and 13-17). Instructional sessions 3-8 were taught outdoors on a 70-yard field with the remainder
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of the sessions being taught indoors. These teaching sessions occurred later in the instructional
school day (following lunch). Each session lasted 50 minutes.
Teacher Behavior. The teacher variable intervened upon during this placement was
management duration. Figure 7 provides a visual representation of the data collected during this
period. During baseline, management data seemed to exhibit an upward trend with a high
variability in the data. The variability is a function of a sustained increase in the data
performance across the phase. The mean level for the baseline phase was measured at 44.91%.
Upon intervention of data and prescriptive feedback, the data continued to rise posting a mean
level of 62.70%. In addition to the rise in mean, there was a rise in the variability. However,
most of the variability can be attributed primarily to the drop of data performance from points
eight to nine. The trend continued in an upward direction although there was a decrease in the
acceleration. Following this intervention, the treatment of data only was applied to the subject.
This application of data only produced a reversal in the trend demonstrated by a decelerating
slope. In addition to the downward trend, a decrease in variability was observed. A significantly
lowered mean level of 28.65% accompanied the increased stability experienced by the data. The
decreased mean was done so with low to moderate latency. With time permitting, a return to
baseline was introduced following the data only intervention. This brief data phase, which only
included two data points, was characterized by an increase in mean to 41.05% and a decrease in
variability. While the mean level was produced with a low latency, the slope decreased from the
downward direction it experienced during the previous phase’s trend line.
The data results for the mean of the dependent variable management shows a decrease for
the treatment phase of data only. Analysis also shows that a reversal of the trend was observed in
the data only phase demonstrated by a decelerating slope. Furthermore, the data during the
intervention of data only indicated a decrease in variability.
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Student Behavior. The student variable provided treatment during the middle school
placement was waiting duration. As represented by Figure 8, there were four distinct phases to
this placement. During the initial baseline phase, a downward trend was evident as the data
points fell across the phase. The steady performance in a downward direction produced a
moderate variability and a mean level of 32.02%. Upon introduction of the intervention of data
only, the dependent variable showed a decrease in mean to a level of 21.01% and did so with a
moderate latency of change. In relation to the previous baseline, the variability of the data
increased, as did the slope. The trend still continued in a downward direction but to such a
degree that the slope was almost horizontal. Following the first intervention, the treatment of
data and prescriptive feedback was introduced. The result of this introduction was an immediate
decrease in level. The mean dropped significantly to a level of 3.96% with a low latency of
change. A high degree of stability was experienced in the data across this phase. The trend
experienced a moderate amount of change as characterized by the deceleration in slope. The final
phase of this placement was a return to baseline. This brief phase produced a mean level of
2.69%, which was achieved with a low latency of change. The variability of the data decreased
but this was primarily a function of the limited number of data points in the phase. The trend line
did however reverse directions and began ascending. The data results for the mean of the
dependent variable waiting shows a decrease in level across both treatment phases. Analysis also
shows a continuous downward trend from baseline across both treatment phases. The variability
also lowered across both treatment phases in relation to the initial baseline. Although the data
during the return to baseline did experience a greater amount of stability than the previous two
intervention phases, it is attributed to the brief phase and limited number of data observations.
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Figure 7 – Subject Y’s teacher behavior profile at the middle school placement with mean lines
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Figure 8 – Subject Y’s student behavior profile at the middle school placement with mean lines
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Elementary School
Educational Context. This placement was characterized by the use of the teacher directed
instruction for the activity content of long rope jumping and ball handling skills. There were
approximately 17-second graders in this class and the student teacher had access to half of a full
size gymnasium. This space was divided by a hanging partition that separated this class and
another on the opposite side. The student teacher used a variety of teaching strategies for both
units of instruction but relied heavily on direct instruction. Each lesson was comprised of an
instant activity, which was typically unaligned with the instructional focus of the day, followed
by individual skill development. The student teacher traversed from long rope jumping skill
development early in the placement (lessons 1-13) and then into ball handling skills for the
remainder of the placement (lessons 14-21). All instructional sessions were taught indoors and
occurred early in the instructional school day (3rd period). Each session lasted 40 minutes.
Teacher Behavior. The teacher variable intervened upon during this placement was rate
of corrective feedback. Figure 9 provides a visual representation of the data collected during this
time. During baseline, the data demonstrated a moderate to high amount of stability. This low
variability was paired with a mean level of .283. The trend of the data across the phase although
decelerating, was measured at such a slope as to produce an almost horizontal line. Upon
intervention of data provision only, the performance of the data changed in the desired direction.
The mean level rose to 1.185 and the trend reversed its downward direction and was now
accelerating. The change in the mean level of the data took place with a low latency. The
variability of the data also decreased. A return to baseline phase was introduced next. This phase
was characterized by a sharp reversal in the trend, which was now decelerating rapidly. The
variability also increased during this phase, and is primarily attributed to the range of the data
and drastic decrease in data performance. The mean level lowered to .810 and was done so with
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a low latency. The final phase of data and prescriptive feedback demonstrated an increase in the
mean level to a measurement of 2.133. This significant rise in mean took place with a low
latency of change. The variability also lessened. The initial rise from data points 16 to 17 was a
primary factor in the amount of variability that did exist. While the trend of the phase was still
moving in a downward trend, the deceleration of the slope was lessened considerably.
The data results for the mean of the dependent variable corrective feedback shows an
increase in level across both treatment phases. Analysis also shows that an acceleration of the
trend was evident in the upward slope observed in the data only intervention. Following each
baseline phase, the data also demonstrated increased stability in relation to the phase preceding
it.
Student Behavior. The student variable that was provided treatment during the
elementary school placement was motor appropriate duration. As represented by Figure 10, there
were four distinct phases to this placement. Variability during the initial baseline phase was low.
The trend was moving in a downward direction and was accompanied by a mean level of 9.44%.
Upon application of data and prescriptive feedback, the dimension of mean increased
considerably in relation to baseline by posting a level of 25.49%. This change in mean took place
with a low amount of latency. While the trend was decelerating, the slope was low and as such
produced a relatively horizontal trend. The variability of the data did increase, but this is
attributed primarily to the steady rise in data performance following data point six. A return to
baseline was introduced and was characterized by a decrease in multiple measurement criteria.
The mean level lessened to an average of 22.63% and did so with low latency. The variability of
the data was extremely low and fell in almost a straight line. This low amount of slope yielded an
alight downward trend that was in effect horizontal. Following the return to baseline phase, the
final treatment of data provisio n only was introduced. Upon introduction, the data began to make
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a significant ascent in performance. The mean, which was achieved with moderate latency, was
observed at a level of 30.71%. The variability of the data significantly increased across this data
phase. This high variability was a function of a reversal in trend characterized by a high slope.
The performance of data, with the exception of data point 21, steadily changed in the desired
direction across the data only phase.
The data results for the mean variable motor appropriate shows an increase in level across
both treatment phases. Analysis also shows an upward trend for slope in the data only treatment
and an almost horizontal line for data and prescriptive feedback. The variability was highest in
both the treatment phases. However, this was primarily a function of the increase in data
performance and it’s continuous rise across both intervention phases.
High School
Educational Context. This placement was characterized by the use of the sport education
curriculum and instruction model for the sport content of volleyball. There were approximately
25 ninth graders in this class and the student teacher had access to a full size gymnasium. This
space included two regulation sized volleyball nets/courts as well as additional space for skills
practice. In line with the sport education model, the student extended the traditional multiactivity model and taught volleyball using sport education for the entire placement, which
consisted of 17 teaching sessions. The student teacher used a variety of teaching styles including
cooperative learning, peer instruction, and direct instruction. Each lesson followed a template,
which was comprised of a team warm- up, individual/team practice, and application of the lesson
focus into a modified volleyball game. The student teacher traversed from skill development
early in the season (lessons 1-10) and then into more formalized game play and tournament play
for the remainder of the season (lessons 11-17). All instructional sessions were taught indoors
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and occurred later in the instructional school day (following lunch). Each session lasted 50
minutes.
Teacher Behavior. The teacher variable intervened upon during this placement was
management duration. Figure 11 provides a visual representation of the data collected during this
time. During the initial baseline phase, management data seemed to exhibit an upward trend with
high variability. This increase in management duration produced a mean level of 46.74%. Upon
interve ntion of the treatment data and prescriptive feedback, the trend of the data reversed
directions and now decelerated. The steady decline of the data across the phase provided a mean
level of 33.25% with low latency. However, due to this large steady decrease, the phase was
marked by high variability. The high variability for this phase was attributed to the same large
range in data as the previous baseline, but was now moving in an opposite direction. A return to
baseline phase was introduced following the first intervention. Upon introduction, the data
increased with low latency and produced a mean level of 45.75%. This increase in mean almost
returned to the initial level posted during the first baseline. The variability in data lessened,
although only three data points were involved in generating this variability. The trend of data
experienced a reversal from the previous intervention phase and was now moving in an upward
direction. The final phase of data only was characterized by a initial rise in data point thirteen,
followed by a significant drop in data over the next two data observations. This drop in data was
evident in the lowering of the mean level to 28.66% and low latency. The variability of the data
did increase, but this is attributed primarily to the decrease in data performance from data point
13 to 14.
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Figure 9 – Subject Y’s teacher behavior profile at the elem. school placement with mean lines
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Figure 10 – Subject Y’s student behavior profile at the elem. school placement with mean lines
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The data results for the mean of the dependent variable management shows a decrease in
level across both treatment phases. Analysis shows a downward trend for each of the
interventions following each of the baseline phases. This is characterized by a deceleration in
slope. The variability lowered for data and prescriptive feedback immediately after the initial
baseline. The last intervention did not see an increased stability in relation to the preceding
baseline. However this is again attributed primarily to the large decrease in the performance
sessions from 13 to 14.
Student Behavior. The student variable that was provided treatment during the high
school placement was off task duration. As represented by Figure 12, there were four distinct
phases to this placement. During the initial baseline phase, the data demonstrated a marked trend
upward as well as a high amount of variability. A mean level of 6.21% accompanied this
moderate range, which is a function of the high slope. Upon application of the data only
treatment, the performance of data lowered in all measurement dimensions. With a low latency,
the mean dropped to a level of 5.26% and demonstrated increased stability across the phase. The
trend reversed directions and now moved in a downward direction. Following the data only
intervention, a return to baseline was performed. With the removal of the previous treatment, the
data began to rise. The mean level increased with low latency to a measurement of 6.95%. The
trend, while continuing in a downward trend, did so with a lessening in the deceleration of the
slope. The variability did increase. The final phase of this placement saw the application of the
treatment data and prescriptive feedback. Upon application, the researcher observed no presence
of the off task variable during this phase, with the exception of minimal duration in data point
14. Consequently, the slope was low and produced a horizontal trend. The variability of the data
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decreased to an almost unobservable level. The mean level was achieved with low latency and
produced a reading of .11%.
The data results for the mean of the dependent variable off task shows a decrease in level
across both treatment phases. Analysis also shows a trend reversal following baseline, which
continued across the remaining phases. The variability was lowest during both treatment phases
indicating that during intervention, the stability of the data was at its highest.
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Figure 11 – Subject Y’s teacher behavior profile at the high school placement with mean lines
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Figure 12 – Subject Y’s student behavior profile at the high school placement with mean lines
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Research Hypotheses
At the onset of this investigation, a series of research hypothesis were constructed based
on previous empirical and theoretical literature and the intuition of this researcher. The following
are the findings in relation to those hypotheses.
Hypothesis One : It was hypothesized that the provision of systematically collected data
to a student teacher via the cooperating teacher would have a positive impact upon both the
teacher and student behaviors. A positive impact is regarded as improvements in the desired
direction of the variable. This direction would vary depending upon the nature of the variable
being intervened upon. An additional indicator of improvement was constructive development
in four of the five measurement criteria (mean, level, trend, variability, and latency). When
viewed in relation to the previous intervention phase or baseline phase in which it followed, each
of the teacher and student variables for both subject X and subject Y were positively impacted
upon the intervention of systematically collected data with two exceptions. These exceptions
were subject X’s teacher behavior (positive feedback) at the
elementary school level and subject Y’s teacher behavior (management) at the high school level.
It should be noted that for subject X there was an increase in variability of the data which aided
in eliminating this variable as having a positive impact. However, this was due to there being
such a significant improvement in the variable of interest. So while the behavior does not meet
the criteria of four of the five measurement indicators, it did in fact show improvement. There
was an improvement across subjects for a total of eleven out of the twelve variables intervened
upon. It is the successful effect of the intervention that allows the researcher to accept the
hypothesis as stated.
Hypothesis Two : It was hypothesized that the provision of systematically collected data
augmented via a cooperating teacher’s feedback would have a positive impact upon both the
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teacher and student behaviors. Again, a positive impact is regarded as improvements in the
desired direction of the variable being intervened upon as well as a constructive development in
four of the five measurement criteria (mean, level, trend, variability, and latency). When viewed
in relation to the previous intervention phase or baseline phase in which it followed, all but one
of the teacher and student variables for both subject X and subject Y were positively impacted
upon the intervention of systematically collected data and prescriptive feedback. During subject
Y’s middle school placement, the intervention of data and prescriptive feedback was not
successful in that the teacher behavior of management percent did not move in the desired
direction. However, in light of the fact that eleven of the twelve behaviors that were met with the
treatment of data and prescriptive feedback did demonstrate improvement, the researcher is
moved to accept the hypothesis as stated.
Hypothesis Three: It is hypothesized that positive changes would be experienced across
all three levels of education for both data only and data plus prescriptive feedback. The criteria
for improvement of these variables were examined in the same fashion as described above.
When viewed in relation to the previous intervention phase or baseline phase in which it
followed, all but one of the teacher and student variables for both subject X and subject Y were
positively impacted upon the interventions of data only and data plus prescriptive feedback
across all three levels of education. As stated earlier, during subject Y’s middle school
placement, the intervention of data and prescriptive feedback was not successful in that the
teacher behavior of management did not meet the criteria for improvement. Nevertheless, over
90% of the remaining variables did meet the criteria for improving therefore; the researcher is
led to accept the hypothesis as stated.
Hypothesis Four : It was hypothesized that the provision of data and prescriptive
feedback will yield greater effects than that of providing systematically collected data only.
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Careful analyses of the data details that one particular intervention did not consistently out
perform the other in relation to any single variable (teacher or student) or across any specific
level of education (elementary, middle, or high). In fact, there was an even division of
performance superiority with each intervention demonstrating a positive impact on six different
variables across all levels. It is due to these results that the researcher is led to reject the
hypothesis as stated.
Hypothesis Five : It was hypothesized that the order in which the data were provided to
the student teacher will demonstrate that a greater effect exists from delivery of data and
prescriptive feedback to systematically collected data only than from a reversed order. Analysis
of the data obtained demonstrates that greater effects were not seen in the ordering of data and
prescriptive feedback followed by the provision of merely systematically collected data. What
was found however was that across all levels and teacher and student variables that the order did
have an effect, just not the one expected. The data responded in such a fashion as that whichever
intervention of the two was applied second experienced a greater impact. This is to say that the
intervention that was second in the treatment order performed better than the initial treatment. It
is due to these results that the researcher is led to reject the hypothesis as stated.
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Discussion
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the effects of having cooperating teachers
provide two student teachers with differing types of supervisory feedback. The two types of
feedback that were provided were systematically collected data and systematically collected data
in combination with the cooperating teacher’s prescriptive feedback. Data sources for each
participant include cooperating teacher anecdotal notes, semi-structured interview with subjects,
and behavioral data.
The discussion will represent an exploration into the ability of the cooperating teacher to
utilize a systematic tool of data collection to prompt their feedback in efforts to positively impact
the student teacher’s teaching behavior and related student behaviors. The discussion of the
current findings will be based on previous empirical and theoretical literature and the intuition of
this investigator. For organizational purposes, the discussion will be arranged into the following
sections: 1) intervention performance, 2) order effects, 3) specificity of feedback, and 4)
extending the research.
Intervention Performance
Data Provision Only. As described earlier in the results, the intervention of systematically
collected data only demonstrated a positive impact on nearly all behaviors for all three levels of
the selected variables. The researcher at the onset of the study hypothesized this positive
performance of the variable of interest. The two student teachers appeared competent in the
process of taking the data provided, seeing how this variable played itself out during their
instruction, and systematically modifying their planning and instruction to impact the behavior of
interest. When subject X was asked during the semi-structured interview in what way he
utilizedthe systematically collected data provided by cooperating teacher, he replied, “I thought
about how I created that number and where in the lesson did I create it. Then I would move to
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change it.” This statement shows some critical thinking on behalf of the student in relatio n to his
own teaching performance or that of the behavior of his students. Subject Y was asked the same
question and like subject X, she concurred and stated that she would “go home, look at the
numbers (quantitative data), and would try to think back as to what happened during the class,
but also what was in my other classes as to what would make the numbers so.” The semistructured interview data support the notion that the student teachers did in fact utilize the
numbers to aid them in their planning. Subject Y suggested that she tried to “adjust from class
period to class period” and also tried to “design activities that would account for those numbers.”
One would presume that the undergraduate physical education program is influencing
these perceptions and abilities. The student teachers, while going through a 40- minute training
seminar for this study specifically, had experienced these behaviors in a variety of contexts prior
to the seminar. They first came in contact with the teacher and student terminology formally
during a five credit hour general pedagogy class that as part of its scope and sequence provides
interaction with these behaviors in the form of examples and non-examples. Following this
course preservice teachers frequently engage in laboratory and clinical teaching experiences
where these behaviors become the foundation for critical reflection. It is hypothesized that these
students are gaining some insight and critical reflectivity skills during their undergraduate
training translating into the ability to take quantitative data and transform it into appropriate
teaching practices.
It is important to provide some rationale as to why the provision of data was superior to
that of the baseline phase. It was reasoned previously that the student teachers were in fact able
to make changes in their students as well as their own behavior when provided with some data as
to how a specific behavior was performing. This is evidenced throughout the results section. This
researcher has suggested that the undergraduate training that these preservice teachers have gone
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through has provided them with knowledge to make adjustments in their own teaching. The
explanation as to why they are outperforming the baseline data is plausibly the mere recognition
and awareness of their teaching behavior. At various times during this study, the student teachers
were provided with only quantitative data with no accompanying feedback. The results
positively impacted the behavior. Merely being presented with their own behavioral profile or a
portion of that profile seems to be an effective impetus for incurring change in their behavior and
that of their students.
The results of this study were congruent with those that previously investigated the
provision of systemically collected data to student teachers. Smith and Steffen (1994) set out to
provide evidence that once student teachers knew what constituted effective instruction, that they
could improve their own teaching behaviors following the intervention of data results, without
being prompted by an external force. The results of the study showed that a decrease did occur to
all three levels of the independent variable (schedules of data provision) with the largest impact
occurring for behaviors related to teacher management. This is important because this study also
demonstrated a decrease in teacher management across two different educational levels field
placements.
Additionally, Siedentop’s 1981 summary of behavioral research conducted at The Ohio
State University provided evidence that chronicled an eight-step process of developing behavior
change in the supervision effort. Of particular interest was a dissertation by Hughley (1973),
which investigated the modification of teacher behaviors in four student teachers, utilizing
primarily behavior rates as feedback for various categories (e.g. skill attempt feedback, on-task
reactions). Hughley’s findings demonstrated that specific behaviors, when provided with
feedback in the form of rates, do effect change in the behaviors of student teachers. This study
found similar findings for teacher as well as student behaviors. Furthermore, not only was
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Hughley able to increase the frequency of the desired behavior, but was also able to decrease less
desirable behaviors. This simultaneous increase and decrease of behaviors provides substance
that may strengthen the argument for the utilization of such interventions. A dual benefit is being
reached in relation to the behavior variables selected. While this study did not focus on the
reduction of less desirable behaviors in relation to a positive impact in those selected, further
investigation into this phenomenon is warranted.
There were, however, two data phases that did not meet the measurement criteria to a
degree that would allow the researcher to classify it’s performance as positive. This occurred
during subject X’s elementary school placement for the teacher behavior of positive feedback
and during subject Y’s high school placement for the teacher behavior of management. Subject
X’s rate of positive feedback during the phase before data intervention had dropped considerably
from the previous intervention treatment. The difference in level decreased from 2.029 feedback
statements per minute to 1.187 statements per minute. This reduction of .842 was substantial in
relation to how the variable was performing across the previous intervention. However, upon
application of the data only treatment there seemed to be some increased variability as well as a
reversal in trend. It is possib le that these effects were caused by satiation. Subject X had been
working on increasing his positive feedback for the previous fifteen lessons prior to the data only
intervention. Due to the relative complexity of the behavior being addressed, it is likely that the
student teacher became lackadaisical in his performance of the selected variable. The behavior
when viewed globally across the entire placement, demonstrates a significant increase in rate per
minute. It is obvious that behavior change did occur across the placement. A certain ceiling
effect may have taken place, not in the degree to which the variable could be performed, but in
the perception of the student teacher regarding its importance. When asked during the interview
about the data feedback and to what degree it was useful, subject X replied, “It depended on the
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category.” When asked specifically about the degree to which the data feedback was useful in
relation to positive feedback, he commented that it was difficult to plan for the implementation
of the variable in his teaching because positive feedback “…is what it is.” This sentiment
demonstrates certain callousness to the variable late in the placement. During the first treatment
phase, the behavior increased dramatically and remained at an overall high level in reference to
the initial baseline for the remainder of the placement. The importance of the variable positive
feedback is established because the student teacher provided input into its selection. However,
once the teacher established a positive impact upon their delivery of such feedback, there seemed
to be less urgency in increasing the degree to which it took place. It should be noted though that
the intervention did have an impact in relation to the return to baseline phase that preceded it.
The impact was simply not as powerful as demonstrated in the first intervention. Bohem (1974)
investigated the intervention of data provision upon a variety of behavioral variables with one
being positive interactions. The researcher also experienced some difficulty in effecting the rate
of such interactions. Bohem suggested that the participants in his study found it awkward and
difficult to demonstrate positive behavior interactions because they felt that the pupils should be
expected to behave properly without teacher praise. While it is not definitive if subject X felt the
same as Bohem’s participants, another possible rationale for the performance of the data
nevertheless exists.
Subject Y’s teacher behavior of management during the high school level also did not
meet the criteria to be considered as positive. However, as discussed earlier, this may be
attributed to the large increase in variability that existing during this intervention phase.
Additionally, there was a period of one data point where the level rose above that of the return to
baseline phase. Immediately following the one data point rise though, the behavior began to
improve considerably. The degree to which it improved from the first data point of the phase to
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the second is such a marked decrease that the effects could be seen in the variability of the data.
As for the increase in level, the instructional choices that subject Y made on that particular
observation were not uncharacteristic of her teaching, but certainly unplanned. During this
particular observation, the subject was confined to only half the gymnasium due to a school
function taking place in the same instructional area. The presence of the additional students, in
combination with the scheduled class, caused a lesson that was fraught with managerial decisions
and interactions. Under the circumstances, it was surprising to see that the percentage of time
spent in management behaviors was not more significant. It is recognized that these are
instructional decisions that teachers must account for in a public school setting and flexibility
and the ability to modify the lesson structure in a moment’s notice are advantageous skills to
possess. The subject, with her limited knowledge of pedagogy, did attempt to modify her
existing lesson to account for the reduced instructional space and acoustic interference.
Data and Prescriptive Feedback. During the results section of this paper, it was evidenced
that the intervention of systematically collected data augmented with the prescriptive feedback of
a cooperating teacher effected the behaviors of both the student teacher and their students. These
results suggest that when cooperating teachers are focused on few variables and are provided
with definitive examples of those variables, they can provide feedback in such a manner as to
elicit change in the student teachers’ and students’ behaviors. Moreover, it also demonstrates that
the student teacher, when provided specific feedback on a variable of mutual interest to the
cooperating teacher and themselves, can process that information in such a way as to incorporate
it into their instructional behavior. During their undergraduate course work the student teachers
were provided a multitude of opportunities to practice teach with the benefit of self, peer, and
instructor feedback in relation to their teaching skills. They practice teach in a variety of contexts
using a range of differing instructional models in combination with a variety of supervision
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interventions. It is hypothesized that due to their diverse experiences with teaching and
supervision, they have the understanding and ability to utilize qualitative and prescriptive
information provided to them in relation to their teaching behaviors, and consequently can
initiate change in their own teaching repertoire.
A few studies have examined the effect of providing varying degrees and types of
feedback to student teachers in efforts to initiate behavior change. Bohem (1974) conducted one
such study that investigated the use of competency-based modules and their effect on eight
student teachers and their pupils’ behaviors at the junior high level. The competency-based
package was defined as one focused on clear objectives, monitoring of teacher and student
behaviors and performance, and cooperation with the supervisory triad for attainment of
specified objectives. Six cooperating teachers were used to deliver the recorded behaviors and to
administer the intervention packages. Along with this intervention package, the cooperating
teachers were afforded the opportunity to use goal setting and to address specific instances where
the student teachers could have used various pedagogical skills to enhance their instruction.
Boehm found that all subjects achieved the terminal objective for the behaviors of positive and
negative interpersonal relationship behaviors, instructional feedback, and management
percentages. The package of providing quantitative data (placheck recordings) along with the
intervention package (cooperating teacher w/ modules) is described as having a positive effect on
negative behaviors. Negative behaviors addressed such as non-activity time, negative
interactions, and student management time were treated with the intervention packages. These
behaviors are similar to those used in this study and the findings are also similar. The rates and
percentages of these behaviors were impacted in such a way as to improve the behavior’s
performance.
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An additional study that supports the findings of this current research was conducted by
Paese (1984) who used three cooperating teachers to determine their effect as the meditating
variable in the improvement of verbal interactions of three student teachers. The design of the
study was such that an initial baseline was conducted where the student teachers were provided
with no feedback on verbal interactions, but were given information regarding management
episodes. This was done to reduce the amount of subject reactivity. The first intervention
involved having the cooperating teacher collect quantitative data on the amount of verbal
interactions that occurred during the class on the part of the student teacher. The cooperating
teacher then provided this information to the student teacher directly following the class. The
results show that across all three student teachers a baseline mean of 33 verbal interactions
increased to a mean of 53 verbal interactions per class for an overall increase of 61%. This
intervention success is partially replicated in the current study in that the researcher found an
increase in all behaviors and subjects for the treatment of cooperating teacher feedback along
with data. The role that the cooperating teacher played in this current study is slightly more
intrusive than the Paese study but conceptually similar.
Cramer (1977) used the intervention of cooperating teacher’s feedback in conjunction
with data to alter the behaviors of student teachers in her study. The cooperating teachers
collected duration and event task recordings on behaviors related to management, instruction,
activity, and teacher-student interactions. The researcher found that eighteen of the twenty-one
cases that were intervened on by the cooperation teacher were found to have made a positive
impact in the desired direction of the data performance. The findings of the Cramer study again
support the results of this study in that interventions of data augmented by cooperating teachers’
feedback serve as a catalyst for behavior change in teacher behaviors.
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During the middle school field experience of subject Y a positive impact was not
demonstrated for the behavior of teacher management. After the initial baseline phase, the
intervention of data and prescriptive feedback was applied. The change that occurred was a
continued increase in level, mean, and variability. During the baseline and data and prescriptive
feedback phases of the middle school placement, the cooperating teacher selected the sport
content that the student teacher would teach. Subject Y expressed concern with the sport activity
(Ultimate Frisbee) due to her low level of competence in the sport and lack of content
knowledge. The increased percentages of the management variable across the baseline and data
and prescriptive feedback may be attributed to this lack of content knowledge. Not only did the
student teacher have to address concerns related to content and instructional feedback, she was
also dealing with how to implement the sport activity in a developmentally appropriate fashion.
To add to the difficulty of the instructional situation, the student teacher was utilizing a
curriculum and instruction model (sport education) that has the potential to be overwhelming
from an instructional design perspective. Mohr, Townsend, and Bulger (2002) suggest that when
initially planning to use the sport education model, one should select a sport content they are
familiar with so as to be able to allocate sufficient time and energies into the design and
implementation of the model without having to spend as much time learning the content. Failure
by the dyad of student and cooperating teacher to appropriately address this issue may be the
factor that led to such an increase in the management behavior. Additionally, a change in the
teaching environment may have presented the impetus for such an increase in performance.
Across the first two observations, the student teacher was instructing in an indoor gymnasium
that fully accommodated the class of thirty. On observation three, where the performance
increased, the geographic environment changed. The student teacher was instructed by the
cooperating teacher to teach her lesson outdoors on a 70-yard football field. The ability to
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manage the students in such an environment was one concern for the student teacher as
witnessed in the data rise. So the combination of having to instruct utilizing a curriculum and
instruction model that has the potential to be managerially laden in the hands of a novice teacher,
along with a change in instructional venue may have been the cause for the intervention not to
have experienced success. During the observations where the student teacher moved back
indoors and also switched to a sport content that was of interest (volleyball), observation nine,
the behavior of teacher management began to take a marked decrease in the measurement criteria
of mean, level, trend, variability, and latency.
In Boehm’s 1974 study, he found like results in relation to management behaviors. The
student teachers in his study were allowed to select the sport activity they would teach during the
baseline phase. Consequently, the researcher recorded low percentages for management time
during this phase. Later on when new activities were presented that were instructed in an outdoor
environment, the percentages of management time were cons iderably higher. The subject in this
study experienced a reversal of the above activity order, but recorded the same results, thus
providing an explanation for the intervention not being successful. This was later corroborated in
Cramer’s 1977 study in tha t the rationale for those that did not meet criterion levels of
performance was due to a change in geographic instructional locations.
It is important that an attempt be made at providing an explanation of the rejection of
hypothesis four. This hypothesis stated the provision of data and prescriptive feedback would
yield greater effects than that of merely providing systematically collected data only. This
hypothesis was rejected due to each of the interventions outperforming the other an equal amount
of times. It is suggested by this researcher that the difference could be in the type of prescriptive
feedback being provided by the cooperating teachers.
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The cooperating teachers in this study were seen to be more active and to provide more
feedback than what has been witnessed in previous studies (Tannehill & Zakrajsek, 1988).
However, the type of feedback that was given was high in quantity, but perhaps low in quality.
What is meant by low in quality is that the prescriptive feedback provided typically came from
an error perspective. The cooperating teachers tended to provide feedback in such a way as to
pinpoint areas of need or teaching behaviors that were inappropriate. What were lacking in the
supervisory feedback often were suggestions on how to correct those inappropriate behaviors.
The mentality seemed to be that if I tell you what is wrong, and if you stop engaging in that
behavior, it thereby corrects the problem. This strategy is appropriate for relatively simplistic
behaviors like positive feedback. By suggesting one is not giving enough feedback and should
give more will most likely lead to improvements in that specific teacher behavior. In contrast, if
a student teacher is having trouble managing the students and the prescriptive feedback is to stop
spending so much time in management getting the students engaged more quickly, this does not
provided information on how to improve upon a more complex behavior.
In addition to this lack of depth in the information provided alongside the data collected,
the cooperating teachers offered prescriptive feedback that was intended as a “quick fix.”
Subject X during his interview was asked about how he utilized the prescriptive feedback during
his planning for the following day’s teaching. Subject X commented, “…all the feedback was
basically minor. I didn’t have too many feedback statements that requested changing a huge
thing. It was mostly quick stuff.” When asked then about when he attempted to make corrections
in his teaching he stated, “If I had class right away I would try and use the feedback then but if
not I would use it when I got home.” The subjects reflection on the feedback suggests that the
feedback provided was not of a complexity where it had to be worked out during a planning and
lesson design session. The suggestions offered were relatively simplistic in nature and required
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little to no planning to implement. Subject Y also indicated when asked about how she utilized
the prescriptive feedback “I would go ahead and try to implement them right away” and would
even “try to adjust from class period to class period.” This relative lack of in-depth feedback may
be the delimiter in data and prescriptive feedback outperforming data only during this study. The
students while receiving prescriptive feedback did not receive the type that would allow them to
comprehensively change their or their students’ behavioral profile significantly.
It is important to provide the reader with information describing the type of prescriptive
feedback that was provided by each of the cooperating teachers in this study. The following
description of feedback is gleaned from the analysis of the anecdotal notes taken daily by each
cooperating teacher. This researcher was present for every feedback session and without
exceptio n, each cooperating teacher used their copious notes as the catalyst for comments to the
student teacher.
Middle School (X). This cooperating teacher was female and has 19 years of teaching
experience and about 65 past student teachers. This cooperating teacher provided the most
comprehensive feedback of all the cooperating teachers utilized in this study. The feedback that
was provided not only indicated what the limitation may be affecting the dependent variable of
interest but she also provided suggestions on how to improve upon the existing performance
level. In addition to providing written notes, the cooperating teacher would also sketch diagrams
of organizational formations or modified games to elucidate the student teacher to their
intentions. Feedback was characterized as on point meaning that most of the statements provided
to the student teacher directly reflected the dependent variable.
Middle School (Y). This cooperating teacher was a male with 21 years of teaching
experience and over 50 past student teachers. The type of feedback that this cooperating teacher
would provide could be classified as sporadic in relation to the dependent variable. On a typical
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teaching day, the cooperating teacher would provide three to four feedback statements to the
student teacher. Of these four, only a quarter would be directly related to the dependent variable.
The cooperating teacher used what is referred to as a “bag of tricks” to prescribe feedback to the
student teacher. These feedback statements were global and could be used for a variety of
different behaviors. For example, on one particular day the cooperating teacher provided three
feedback statements to the student teacher. One dealt with the dependent variable (management)
while the other two dealt with student behavior (positive feedback and motor appropriate) not the
teacher’s. This example was typical of the feedback provided by the cooperating teacher on a
daily basis. Because a few statements were made in relation to the dependent variable, the
researcher did not intervene and attempt to refocus the cooperating teacher.
High School (X and Y). This cooperating teacher was a male with 25 years of teaching
experience and over 140 past student teachers. As discussed previously, this cooperating teacher
acknowledged that their knowledge of the content being taught by both student teachers was
limited at best. This was evident in the type of prescriptive feedback that was delivered. The
cooperating teacher would provide a large quantity of feedback but only in the form of error
detection. The comments focused generally on what was inappropriate in relation to the
dependent variable and would note those. On infrequent occasions the cooperating teacher would
provide suggestions as to how to improve upon them. For example, on numerous occasions the
cooperating teacher would indicate that the student teacher need to created additional task
progressions but offered no examples as to what this constitutes. The student teacher was left to
his or her own devices to design additional tasks with no guidance.
Elementary School (X and Y). This cooperating teacher was a male with 14 years of
teaching experience and only 3 past student teachers. As with the high school cooperating
teacher, the feedback that was provided was of an error detection perspective. Much of what was
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relayed to the student teacher was pointed at what was inefficient or inappropriate as far as the
variable being measured. Feedback from day to day tended to remain the same and became
repetitive. Even when the student teachers would demonstrate some improvement, the
cooperating teacher would prescribe similar strategies in the following lessons. There were a
handful of about six different feedback statements that were used across both student teachers.
They may have been delivered with different verbiage but the spirit and intent were the same.
By examining the type of feedback that was being delivered by the cooperating teachers,
it is possible that it may provide some insight as to why the data and prescriptive intervention did
not outperform the data only treatment. Essentially the student teachers, with the exception of a
few occasions, were mostly told what they were doing incorrectly, yet not instructed as to what
to do to improve. This goes one step further than simply providing data only in that it tells them
what the performance level of the dependent variable was and when it occurred. With data only,
they were only aware of the performance of the behavior variable. Because the prescriptive
feedback was not drastically different than the data only, it still required the student teacher to
use their own training and knowledge to improve their behavioral profile and teaching
effectiveness. It is suggested that the type of feedback that was provided the student teachers was
the rationale for rejecting hypothesis four.
Order Effects
During the methodological construction of this study, the literature and the experience of
this researcher were applied to create a series of hypotheses for the results of the data collected.
One such hypothesis was that the order in which the data was provided to the student teacher
would demonstrate that a greater effect existed from delivery of data and prescriptive feedback to
systematically collected data only than from a reversed order. Order effects refer to the impact of
the arrangement of the interventions, in that they demonstrate a higher degree of impact
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organized in one fashion rather than another. This researcher believed that when the student
teacher was provided prescriptive feedback and data as an intervention before the data only
treatment, that they would yield greater benefits than if it were provided following the data only
treatment. The data however did not support this claim. When the data were examined, there
appeared to be a division in performance between the intervention of data and prescriptive
feedback followed by data only and the reverse. For six of the behaviors observed, the feedback
package of data and prescriptive feedback followed by that of data only seemed to be most
effective. The other six behaviors produced an effect that was opposite the previous analysis.
When data and prescriptive feedback were provided as the second intervention behind data only,
the results demonstrated that the effect had reversed. This effect was equally distributed across
all levels and teacher and student behaviors of both subjects. What this indicates is that the
arrangement of the treatments did not yield greater benefits from organization in one pattern
rather than another.
However, what was demonstrated was that an effect did take place but not for a specific
combination of interventions. The effect revealed was whichever treatment was provided as the
second in the intervention cycle, this intervention had more positive impact on the data than the
first. This effect was evident for all behaviors across all levels. The only behavior that may be
suspect in not revealing this effect is the teacher behavior for subject Y at the high school field
placement. The rationale for this is that during the first observation during the second
intervention, the student teacher chose to leave an instructional position and engage in game play
alongside the students. By definition, the teacher was managing students during the game, but as
a player involved in the activity, not as an instructor. This involvement in game play caused a
majority of her instructional behaviors to be of a managerial nature, which is evidenced in a rise
in level from 43.10% to 51.79%. The negative impact of the intervention is a result of this
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atypical behavior by the student teacher. One can clearly see that during the next instructional
session when the subject returned to a more instructional role, the performance of the
management variable decreased 27.81%, which is down 23.98%. Due to such an initial level of
performance, it appeared that the data for the second intervention did not outperform that of the
first intervention.
The reasoning behind this effect is attributed to the length of time engaged in the teaching
learning process. It appears that the longer the student teachers spent engaged in the teachinglearning environment, while being provided at least with systematically collected data, that they
could make behavior changes in their own instructional profile. The variable of time appears to
be the determining factor in regards to the order’s relative impact. This means that the data
sequence is not as important as the length of time used to interact with the prescriptive feedback
and/or data. The intervention package is still the most important factor in determining the
performance of the teacher or student behavior in this study, but it’s interaction with time is what
seems to be of consequence in determining which treatment order will produce the greatest
impact.
Paese (1984) revealed the same findings in his study of the effects of the cooperating
teacher intervention on the verbal interactions of elementary school physical education student
teachers. Paese concluded that the interve ntion of cooperating teacher feedback was successful in
impacting the verbal interactions of student teachers as well as the use of self-assessment. While
no conclusions could be made as to which intervention was more effective, this due to the nature
of the research design utilized, what could be evidenced is that the behaviors improved as a
consequence of not only the intervention, but also time. In each intervention, not only did the
treatment phase scores surpass the baseline scores, but also the second intervention demonstrated
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an impact of greater mean than the first. With time as a variable, the behavior of verbal
interactions improved later in the study when the second intervention was applied.
In 1990, Eldar conducted a study to investigate effect of a self- management program on
the behaviors of four undergraduate physical education majors. The subjects were able to choose
from twelve optional dependant variables (six teacher and six student behaviors) with which to
intervene upon in the study. The researcher examined a majority of the research data utilizing a
multiple baseline across behaviors design. However, an analysis on specific feedback on one of
the subjects was analyzed using a reversal design. This design is characterized by the same
intervention pattern as used in the current study. Eldar’s findings were that following the
intervention of a self- management package, consisting of goal setting, environmental planning,
self-recoding, and self reinforcement, the targeted behavior (specific feedback) experienced an
“abrupt increase” in the rate of performance. After the second intervention of the same package
on the same behavior five sessions later, there was again a substantial increase in the targeted
behavior. The “intervention probes by sub ject three showed a powerful effect on the rate of
specific feedback statements” (p. 317). He continues to suggest that if the intervention would be
applied for a longer period of time, than the rates of the behavior would continue to increase.
Therefore, the variable of time again is seen as a factor in influencing the effects of the study.
The order in which the treatment was applied was significant in changing the behavior of the
student teacher, and each intervention applied improved the behavior. The intervention stayed
the same while the changing variable was the length of time with which the preservice teacher
had to improve the behavior. This study is used to support the claim that the impact of the
variables did not have as much to do with the order they were introduced but the length of time
the teacher had to interact with the behavior.
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Specificity of Feedback
An important consideration of this research project was to allow the cooperating teachers
the opportunity to cooperatively select a variable of needed improvement and to use their own
experience and knowledge to intervene on that behavior. The investigator also attempted to
approximate the true supervisory climate by allowing the cooperating teacher to provide
prescriptive feedback as they saw fit. This researcher did not influence their comments in any
fashion during the study. So while the purpose of the study was to improve the student teacher
and student behaviors via intervention, there are also implications for the cooperating teacher
who delivered the feedback.
The first implication that this study clearly provides is that cooperating teachers, when
clearly focused on a teacher or student process variable, can impact its performance in a positive
manner. As reported in the results section of this paper, each of the behaviors intervened upon by
that treatment of prescriptive feedback and data provision, demonstrated that a positive impact
could be made from the cooperating teachers’ supervisory comments and data. This is somewhat
contradictory to findings of Tannehill and Zakrajesk’s 1988 study. In their investigation of the
supervisory practices and behaviors of eighteen cooperating teachers, the results indicated that
the physical education teachers gave minimal feedback to their student teachers and did not
fulfill the role expectations associated with supervising student interns. The cooperating teachers
in this current study however, did provide regular and sustentative amounts of feedback to their
student teacher. In turn, the behavioral profile of the student teacher and their students were
impacted positively. Also, the findings of Tannehill and Zakrajesk detailed that cooperating
teachers were present infrequently during the teaching episodes of their student teacher,
specifically toward the second half of a particular field placement. While the cooperating
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teachers in this study were present everyday, this was admittedly due to the presence of the
researcher on a daily basis. The propensity to leave the instructional area by the cooperating
teacher was most likely adversely affected due to this continual presence of the researcher.
Kahan (1999) also found contradictory results relative to Tannehill and Zakrajesk’s 1988
findings of cooperating teacher’s supervisory inactivity. Kaha n investigated the characteristics
and explanations for cooperating teachers’ immediate supervisory comments using a modified
thinking-out- loud technique of data collection. He utilized two subjects in his study and collected
data on their supervisory comments for seven lessons over a seven-week period. His findings
demonstrated that the cooperating teachers in his study were instructionally involved on a daily
basis and provided comments based upon instructional practices and classroom management. It
is feasible that the utilization of differing data collection techniques and research design are what
account for the differences, but they exist nonetheless. Kahan’s findings support those of this
study in that the cooperating teachers were involved on a daily basis, and their feedback
statements were directed at instructional practice as well as classroom management. Previous
studies have suggested that cooperating teachers focus much of their feedback on classroom
management only (Housego & Boldt, 1986; Tanne hill & Zakrajsek, 1988). The analysis of the
anecdotal notes taken during each lesson, along with the prescriptive feedback written down and
verbally provided the student teachers, refutes this claim. It is reasonable to suggest that focusing
cooperating teachers on specific teacher and student variables, which have been outlined
previous to the student teaching placement, is a viable mechanism for improving their
instructional interactions and specificity of feedback provided during those interactions.
It appears that research directed at improving the student teaching field experience as one
of its goals attempts to find the least intrusive and most efficient manner in which to produce the
largest impact on the effectiveness of the student teaching experience. This idea of minimal
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intrusiveness is the impetus for utilizing a cooperating teacher training protocol of mere teacher
and student behavior recognition. Previous studies have sought to use packages of instructional
intervention that to this researcher seem somewhat unrealistic in that student teachers, who will
ultimately traverse into the induction phase of teaching, will not utilize such a intervention
package due to it’s comprehensive and somewhat administrative laden application (Boehm,
1974; Darst, 1974; Hutslar, 1977). The intervention applied by the cooperating teachers in this
study forced them to use their own knowledge and experience of teaching physical education to
make change. As part of the student teaching package provided from the University, the
cooperating teacher did have access to a framework for interpreting the data and a taxonomy of
strategies. To the knowledge of this researcher, this framework and taxonomy, while available to
the cooperating teachers, was not used during this study. It was evident that the cooperating
teachers were in fact able to provide instructional feedback for selected behaviors that would
impact those behaviors in a specific direction, without using the support materials. It was with
minimal training that the cooperating teachers were able to make marked improvements in the
student teacher’s behaviors.
Ocansey (1988) as an extension of his doctoral dissertation, used a behavioral model of
supervision to train cooperating teachers to specifically communicate instructional feedback to
student teachers that would be in line with those of the associated teacher education program. His
findings suggest that cooperating teachers can improve their supervisory functions as a result of
training. This is supported by this study in that supervisory functions used to improve student
teacher instructional behaviors were in line with the teacher education goals. This is in fact what
took place. The minimal training that was involved in comparison to the benefits reaped, speaks
of effectiveness and efficiency.
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Prior research suggests that cooperating teaches have difficulty analyzing the teaching of
others (Chang & Ferre, 1988). This inability to analyze another’s teaching was not witnessed in
the behaviors of the cooperating teachers in this study. The only difficulty expressed was by the
high school cooperating teacher, in that he admitted to having limited knowledge in the content
area that the student teacher selected to instruct. He articulated concern about his lack of content
knowledge, but compensated for lack of content knowledge with his pedagogical knowledge. All
other teachers appeared able to provide specific feedback based upon instructional context,
content being taught, and teacher and student behaviors selected for intervention.
Rickard and Veal (1996) found that cooperating teachers tapped into their own student
teaching and teaching experiences to form their supervisory feedback and practices. This may
account for the absence in the use of any formal framework for the identification of pedagogical
strategies to impart to the student teacher during the cooperating teachers’ daily conferences.
Moreover, Rickard and Veal identified three styles that the cooperating teachers in their study
used to supervise: do it my way, do it your way, or we’ll do it together. The latter is thought to be
the most effective style as it affords the student teacher an environment in which to observe their
cooperating teacher teach, while simultaneously tailoring their own teaching to reflect an
amalgam of personal practice, cooperating teacher behavior, and cooperating teacher feedback.
This is not however, the supervisory style that was witnessed. Without exception, each
cooperating teacher in this study was observed to employ a “do it my way” style, although
articulated in a variety of fashions. The middle school teacher for subject X, and the elementary
and high school cooperating teachers, all engaged in supervisory feedback that was reminiscent
of a war time machine gun. The feedback came in a flurry and did not stop until the cooperating
teacher ran out of ammo. The student teachers were relocated to a position of listener. Each
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cooperating teacher provided little critical questioning, allowing few, if any, instances for
dialogue, and established a one sided supervisory conference in which their control was evident.
While it seems that a reciprocal relationship in data sharing would be more effective, this
is not to say that a direct supervisory approach of “I talk and you listen” would not be a catalyst
for improvement in student teachers’ reflective abilities. Byra (1996) conducted a study, in
which he investigated student teachers’ reflective practices in relation to the type of post lesson
conferencing strategy used. One group was trained in a directive approach (teacher tell- student
listen) and the other in a collaborative approach (student tell-teacher question/listen). His
findings suggest that both the supervisory strategies employed during the post lesson conferences
seemed to facilitate development of student teachers’ reflective thoughts on teaching. Byra did
note that those who met with the collaborative intervention approach may have been influenced
so that their scope of reflections encompassed wider educational, social, and economic
implications of educational practice.
The student teachers’ in this study were asked in their exit interviews to describe the
perfect relationship between the cooperating teacher and themselves, specifically in regards to
the delivery of feedback. Both subject X and Y indicated that the perfect relationship that would
afford them the best opportunity to improve their teaching and gain the most from the experience
is one in which there is a “give and take.” Also a relationship where the cooperating teacher is
asking questions designed to have the student teacher critically think about possible strategies for
improvement was mentioned as being advantageous. Furthermore, when asked how close they
feel like they came to this perfect relationship, both student teachers felt they had achieved this
“give and take” collaborative relationship with their cooperating teacher. However, as witness to
each and every post lesson conference, the researcher did not observe this “we’ll do it together”
mentality. The misperceptions of the student teachers are worthy of future investigation.
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It appears as although the type of supervisory practices used were one sided, the effects
of such a conferencing style still allowed positive gains to be achieved in the performance of the
dependent variables. The question of could the student teachers in this study have reached
greater gains with a more collaborative post conferencing environment also merits future
attention in research.
Extending the Research
Much of the research in behavioral modification of student teacher and pupil behaviors
has been conducted by graduate students as part of their doctoral studies at Ohio State University
in the late 1970’s. These early studies demonstrated that when intervened upon, specific
behaviors of both the student teacher and their students could be positively impacted. Much of
the literature reviewed in this study in relation to physical education is derived from those
seminal studies. In fact, this study has based many of its assumptions and hypotheses on the
findings of those early studies. From the research done as part of this systematic investigation
into behavioral change, a handful of other studies investigated a variety of interventions on
increasing the effectiveness of the student teaching field experience. These interventions have
ranged from audiotapes for self-assessment (Paese, 1984), to self- management modules (Eldar,
1990), to instructional competency-based modules (Boehm, 1974; Darst, 1974; Hamilton, 1974;
and Dodds, 1975). The commonalities that exist are when a sustained intervention involving
some type of prescriptive information are presented to a student teacher, they are able to take this
information and to account for it in the planning and implementation of their instruction, thereby
impacting their behaviors and in some cases, the behaviors of their students. The problem exists,
especially in those early studies that used modules for intervention, that the cooperating teacher
as the disseminator of the independent variable was overstated. The influence of the cooperating
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teacher may have been no more than a manager of data, presenting little to no substantive
feedback, and offering no personal experience.
Independent Variables. In the early Ohio State Studies where modules of intervention
were utilized to deliver intervention packages (Boehm, 1974; Darst, 1974; Hamilton, 1974;
Dodds, 1975; McKenzie, 1976; and Hutslar, 1977), they typically consisted of planning,
interpersonal relationships, instructional feedback, management, and student assessment
information. The modules included terminal behavioral objectives, definitions, learning
resources, and a reading sheet containing suggestions and strategies for improvement. The
student teachers were instructed to read these materials for the associated modules in order to
gain information on how to improve their teaching behaviors. The use of these modules presents
distinct differences and implications for this research study.
The present research study attempted to separate the interventions so that a determination
could be made in relation to the strength and effect of the levels of the independent variable. The
provision of data only was operationalized so that in behavioral terms, the intervention was very
clear. At the same time, an operationalized definition was created for the intervention of data and
prescriptive feedback so it was clear what behaviors could account for the changes that took
place. During the treatment phases, the cooperating teachers were observed closely to maintain
the fidelity of these interventions. In the research previously cited, there is a lack of division
between the variables at work hindering the ability of the researcher to discover cause and effect
relationships. The intervention modules and packages contained a variety of different materials
and caveats for their implementation. In fact, each of the investigators acknowledged this as a
limitation of their respective studies. Kazdin (1973) criticizes this “package” intervention
because it is not possible to determine what effects can be attributed to each variable in the
“package.” The early studies used these “packages” that included a variety of different
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mechanisms to produce change in the student teacher behaviors. The problem is that one is
unable to decipher which piece of the intervention was responsible for the change or if all in fact
contributed equally. Wolf (1978), however, suggests that behavioral research is concerned with
methods used to modify behavior and points out that if a “package” does affect specific
behaviors, that the importance of each variable within the “package” can be sorted out in further
research. This reversal approach seems rather inefficient considering the length in which it takes
to complete educational research studies. By selecting three to four packages (planning,
interpersonal relationships, instructional feedback, management, and student assessment) and
providing for their implementation via instructions, modeling, cueing, reinforcement, and goal
setting, the picture as to what is causing the effect is muddled. With this approach, one can
conduct a study, find significance, and be no closer to establishing a specific cause-effect
relationship for a specific variable within a given intervention than at the onset of the
investigation. It possible that merely allowing provision of data to the student teachers, such as
was provided in this study, would be all that is needed to incur change. If this variable does not
demonstrate change, then additional interventions could be investigated. The purpose of utilizing
a research design such as a single case approach, which uses low numbers of subjects, is to take a
micro approach to investigating a particular phenomenon. While these designs can evaluate the
effects of interventions with large groups and even address many questions posed in betweengroup research, the special feature that distinguishes this methodology is the provision of some
means of rigorously evaluating the effects of interventions with a single case (N=1) (Kazdin,
1982). The Ohio State studies collectively met the criteria of rigorously evaluating the effects of
the interventions. However a careful specification of the independent variables was absent. The
package intervention was comprised of so many parts that to tease out which were responsible
for specific changes in selected teacher and student variables is almost impossible. It is also
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interesting to note that most of the studies that used a “package intervention”, cited Wolf’s
suggestion of parceling out each effective treatment component in future research as a reasonable
rationale for its inclusion. However, this investigator to date has not discovered any attempt by
those researchers, or for that matter, to engage in this endeavo r.
Dependent Variables. A similarity between the initial applied behavior analysis designs,
and those later, was an attempt to intervene on selected student teachers’ and in some cases their
pupils’ behaviors. Several studies sought to investigate only the effect of a particular intervention
on teacher or student behaviors, but not on both simultaneously. It seems advantageous to view
the intervention effects upon one member of the teaching- learning environment in regards to the
effect it has upon their counterpart in the same learning context. Since neither operates
independent of the another, it seems profitable to this researcher to investigate the effect upon
both groups.
Two studies did investigate intervention effects upon both teacher and student behaviors
as they occurred in the process of the study. In Boehm’s 1974 study, he examined the effects of a
competency-based teaching program on junior high school physical education student teachers
and their pupils. Seven teacher and three pupil behaviors were selected as the dependant
variables. The seven teacher behaviors were categorized as positive/negative interactions,
positive/negative interactions with specific information, first name use, instructional feedback,
instructional feedback with specific information, and instructional feedback directed to
individuals. The three student behaviors included percent of appropriate behavior, percent of
class in active learning, and percent of time spent in managerial activities. As you can see, in
some cases these behaviors are quite specific and in others they are more vague. For example,
the definition given by Boehm for the student behavior active learning is “actual physical
involvement in the activity that is the appropriate activity for the class” (p. 6). This definition
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does not attend to the quality of the movement or the relationship it has to the skill or activity
being taught. An additional example of a vague definition of a teacher behavior is the term
interaction as used in conjunction with the descriptors positive or negative. The definition
provided is “all verbal and non-verbal teacher-pupil communication” (p.8). A teacher who
models a motor skill for a group of students can illustrate the ambiguity that lies in the term
communication. Does this example of modeling constitute non-verbal communication to the
students since information is being delivered via a demonstration. If this is the case, would the
descriptors of positive and negative truly allow the investigator to glean information about this
particular variable and it’s consequential effect once the intervention is introduced? The less
operationalized the behavior being analyzed, the more difficult it is to utilize the information
obtained in the investigation to maximize its application.
In 1974, Darst conducted a similar study to Boehm’s except that he investigated the
effects of a competency-based intervention on the teacher and student behaviors of elementary
student teachers as opposed to the junior high student teachers of Boehm’s. The findings were
similar in the two studies as well as the student teacher and pupil behaviors used. Darst
investigated nine categories of teacher behavior categorized into areas of reactions to on-task
behavior and various types of instructional feedback. The student behaviors were similar to the
previous study discussed with those categories being appropriate behavior, active behavior, and
management time. Again, the limitation of using fewer behaviors that are more global in nature
is evident. Managerial time is defined as the “duration of all events needed to get organized for
the class, change activities, or to end class and leave” (p.8). This leaves a wide range of
behaviors that could be coded managerial, but may be teased out of that particular description
and defined with more specificity. It would be most advantageous to know if students were
spending their time waiting in lines, or transitioning from activity to activity, waiting for the
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teacher to begin instruction, or even if the managerial episode is the appropriate behavior of
reading a task card or recording performance scores at a station. Each of these behaviors used in
the example are specific actions that occur on a daily basis in physical education classes. Yet
most if not all, would be lost in the data due to the obtuse categories being utilized. It would
certainly benefit the student teacher to know that of the forty percent of management time that
occurred, sixteen percent involved students waiting, eight percent was accounted for in recording
of scores, thirteen percent was attributed to transitioning from one activity to the next, and three
percent involved students retrieving equipment at their stations. The specificity of the behavior
allows the student teacher to make precise planning and instructional decision during the course
of a lesson or across a unit.
The behavior system used in this study afforded the student teacher more opportunity to
specifically define what was happening in the teaching- learning environment with the use of
well-defined behaviors. Albeit, the student teacher was only intervened upon for one teacher and
one student behavior, but the issue is that the behaviors were operationalized and were mutually
independent of one another. Under the definition of manageme nt used in the Darst and Boehm
studies, at least three student behaviors would have been lost in reference to those defined in the
West Virginia University Teaching Evaluation System. The student behaviors of on-task
management, interim, and waiting time, would most likely be grouped together and categorized
as one behavior when they are clearly different actions. By using a comprehensive and mutually
exclusive set of categories for teacher and student behaviors the researcher is able to gain a
clearer picture as to the applied effects of the interventions. This is important to this study in that
the investigator is able to determine exactly what was being intervened upon and impacted.
There is no ambiguity in detailing the specific behavior and in what way it changed. This
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extension upon previous research just goes to add a clear picture to what was affected by the data
provision.
Another implication that this study has in relation to previous research is the means
employed to collect the data. The majority of the early studies using behavioral designs collected
data utilizing the techniques of event (frequency count), duration (time), and group time
sampling (placheck) recordings. These techniques have the potential to provided meaningful
results in regards to a number of different behaviors at the same time. However, they are each
one dimensional in nature and provide a predetermined type of data depending on the
observation method used. In most of the Ohio State studies, several observation methods were
used, or in the event that several methods were consolidated onto one form, that complex system
was used. Depending on the observation method though, behaviors could get lost. Typically in
an event recoding observation system, the user observes for a predetermined amount of time and
records the frequency with which the behavior appeared during that segment. This requires lags
in time as the data collector locates the recording cells, writes scores, checks time, and refocuses
on the instructional environment. Duration recording severely limits the amount of behaviors on
which one can collect data. Imagine collecting the start and stop times of more than four
behaviors as they occur, sometimes consecutively and almost simultaneously. The breadth of
data collected is limited due to the nature of the observation method.
In this study, a multiple behavior coding system that is capable of collecting
comprehensive and mutually exclusive data in eleven teacher and eight student response classes
was utilized (Hawkins, Wiegand, & Bahneman, 1982) (Appendix B). The WVU TES utilizes a
PC notebook with software that enables it to collect duration (temporal percentages) and
frequency (rate) data on all response classes. Within the system, the data collector designates
keys to represent various student and teacher behaviors that will be monitored. Once the keys are
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defined, the data collector can then simply press the various keys to record the occasion of these
behaviors and release the key when the behavior has stopped. The computer instantly tabulates
frequency and duration of each particular behavior that has been recorded (Boyce & Kelly,
1992). The amount of data that can be collected is substantially increased as well as the fidelity
of the data. Instead of tabulating the results of marks on a page, the data are automatically
processed and available for analysis immediately upon completion of an instructional lesson. It is
recognized that the early pioneers in physical education behavioral research did not have access
to suc h a data collection tool. However, one important dimension of this study is that its findings
support those studies before it, and the data collected has the potential for increased validity and
reliability.
Generalizability. One of the main functions of experimental research is to investigate a
phenomenon and to be able to apply those findings to the larger population, this is, to generalize
the findings in one particular study beyond that of just the subjects being investigated. Single
case methodologies have long been under attack for not providing enough numbers of subjects to
make it feasible to generalize the findings of the study. Kazdin (1982) rebuffs these attacks and
goes on to suggest that the results of single case studies may even be more generalizable than
those obtained in between-group research methodologies because of alternative approaches. The
argument is not one that is to be resolved soon based upon current findings, nor is it the intention
of this researcher to begin to solve the debate. The point is that generalizability is not necessarily
a problem for single case research. As demonstrated in the discussion, the findings of studies
conducted over twenty years ago are being systematically replicated in different contexts with a
variety of populations (educational levels).
During the review of literature, prior to this research project, the investigator conducted
an elaborate search of research studies that utilized single case research methodologies,
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especially that of reversal designs that were implemented with the use of various interventions
across multiple contexts. The results of this search turned up studies that met some of these
criteria, but not all. This led the researcher to surmise that the uniqueness of this study has some
merit and benefit in regards to the generalizability of single case research designs, specifically
that of investigating behavior change of student teachers and their pupils using the cooperating
teacher to deliver the independent variable.
A preponderance of the studies applied their interventions at only one level of education
for the student teaching field experience. However, a few studies did attempt to demonstrate the
effects of a particular intervention across different levels of education. Ocansey (1988)
investigated the effects of a behavioral model of supervision on the supervisory behaviors of
cooperating teachers at both elementary and secondary levels. He found that at both levels the
use of a behavioral model increased the supervisory behaviors of explicit task communication,
discussion of specific teacher and student behaviors, and strategies for and planning of
instructional tasks of teachers. Ocansey demonstrated that the level of education at which the
cooperating teachers taught did not make a difference in the intervention, only that the training in
a behavioral model did. This is important in that being able to train teachers to utilize one
intervention package assists the teacher education department in construction of one focused
intervention for cooperating teachers to use to change the teacher and student behaviors, as
opposed to a different protocol for each developmental level.
In another study, Dodds (1975) used a competency-based peer assessment model in order
to effect changes in the behaviors of student teachers. Her student teachers taught half day splits
between elementary (morning) and high school (afternoon). This arrangement is identical to the
teaching situation of the student teachers in this study. Although the intervent ion was different in
that data were being provided the student teacher by a peer as opposed to a cooperating teacher
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as in the current study, the aim and instructional context were similar. Dodds found that the
behaviors intervened on were positively impacted. Of the sixty-eight verbal behaviors reported
across four subjects, sixty changed in the desired direction upon institution of the intervention
package. The student teachers demonstrated the ability to change their behaviors in a variety of
contexts and instructional situations.
This study goes a step further than those of Ocansey and Dodds, and extends the
intervention across three levels of education. The student teachers in this study were shown to
have made positive impacts on their own behaviors as well as those of their students at the
elementary, middle, and high school levels. This generalizes the claim that the provision of data
only and data and prescriptive feedback can impact the student teacher’s behaviors and
consequently that of their students. The application of various treatments, across a variety of
behaviors, in varied educational contexts, allows the researcher to demonstrate the effectiveness
of the given intervention with the subjects in a variety of areas.
Cooperating Teacher Inc lusion. The importance of the cooperating teacher in the
supervisory triad has not only been established in the educational literature, but also in this
document. Their presence and influence is undoubtedly one of the most important mediating
variables in the performance of preservice teachers. Certainly this study has shown the impact
that their feedback can make on the performance of the student teacher and that of the students in
their classes. Several studies have attempted to remove the cooperating teacher from the
instructional landscape deferring the instructional feedback to peers (Dodds, 1975) or selfmanagement (Dessecker, 1975; Eldar, 1990), limiting their influence on the student teacher and
their behaviors.
In the studies that have used cooperating teachers to implement the independent variable,
this study included, the cooperating teacher serves more of a function than to simply validate
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interobserver agreements and to collect data. While the latter function of collecting data is
important, the ir function should revolve more around how that data were utilized and interpreted.
The existence in the classroom should be viewed as advantageous in regards to the experiences
they possess. The various studies that have been cited to date dealing with competency-based
interventions, places the cooperating teacher in a role of a materials organizer. It is suggested in
these studies that after or in addition to the intervention “packages” and modules that the student
teachers use to develop pedagogical strategies to improve their instruction, that the cooperating
teacher will then provide graphic feedback, reinforcement (compliments), and weekly goals. This
scenario removes them from the opportunity to become a change agent. They organize the
information, set goals, cheerlead, and wait for the teacher to change. Their expertise can be
utilized in a variety of ways that allows them to provided instructional feedback to the student
teachers. As demonstrated in the findings of this particular study, the cooperating teacher with
minimal training can and is a viable change agent for the behavioral profiles of preservice
teachers and their students.
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Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The student teaching experience represents one of the most important components of a
novice physical educator’s preservice preparation. However, current research raises several
important issues regarding the cooperating teacher’s role as clinical supervisor. These potentially
problematic issues include the lack of defined roles in the student teaching triad, the relative
inactivity of the cooperating teacher in the teaching- learning environment, and lack of a data
based performance assessment during the student teaching placement. At the present time a less
than complete picture exists of the effect of feedback using systematic behavioral data by
cooperating teachers on their assigned preservice teacher in a variety of settings. This less than
complete picture may have resulted from the performance of few data observations, which is
uncharacteristic of single case designs, and the use of one dimensional data collection systems.
The significance of this study is that it attempts to add to a research base that has rarely used
behavior analytic designs in the past decade.
The purpose of this study was to determine if cooperating teachers could provide
systematically collected data in combination with prescriptive feedback and change the
behavioral profile of student teachers and their pupils at three different educational levels,
specifically elementary, middle, and high school. Concomitantly, a treatment of data provision
only was utilized as a means of comparison. The subjects in this study were two preservice
student teachers, one male and one female, who were seniors majoring in physical education
teacher education at West Virginia University in the Fall semester. The subjects were placed for
five weeks with different middle school cooperating teachers, but shared the same elementary
and high school cooperating teachers during the final five week placement. This final five-week
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placement was split into half days where one student teacher would instruct at the high school in
the morning and move to the elementary school in the afternoon. The other student teacher
would instruct in the reverse order.
Eleven teacher variables were available for intervention by the cooperating teacher.
These behaviors were as follows: 1) general observation, 2) encouragement, 3) positive
feedback, 4) corrective feedback, 5) management, 6) verbal instruction, 7) modeling, 8) physical
guidance, 9) non-task verbal, 10) off task, and 11) specific observation. In addition to the teacher
behaviors, eight student behaviors were also available for intervention. These student behaviors
consisted of: 1) motor appropriate, 2) motor inappropriate, 3) motor supporting, 4) cognitive, 5)
interim, 6) on task management, 7) off task, and 8) waiting. These behaviors are what comprise
the WVU TES data collection system.
During this first teaching sessions at any placement of the student teaching field
experience, no data or feedback was provided in relation to their own or their students’
performance. The triad of student teacher, cooperating teacher, and university supervisor
(researcher) after establishing this initial baseline, would collectively identify areas of concern
from the data. After selecting one teacher behavior and one student behavior to intervene upon,
the cooperating teacher began the intervention. Each day the researcher, utilizing the West
Virginia University Teaching Evaluation System, coded the same lesson. Following the lesson,
the cooperating teacher would intervene on both variables differently. Immediately following the
lesson, the student teacher was provided with the quantitative data on one of the behaviors and
quantitative data and prescriptive feedback on the other. When the researcher was satisfied with
the intervention effects, a return to baseline was introduced. During this time, no feedback was
provided the student teacher on either behavior. After this return to baseline, the interventions
were reversed so the behavior receiving quantitative data and prescriptive feedback would only
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receive quantitative data. The other behavior would in turn receive the opposite intervent ion it
had previously received. This was to prevent any order or cyclic effects from confounding the
analysis.
The provision of systematically collected quantitative data consisted of providing the
student teacher with the behavior of interest, the definition of that behavior, and a frequency and
duration percentage. For the intervention package of data and prescriptive feedback, the
cooperating teacher provided the student teacher with the data listed above, but also the student
teacher was instructed to provide any other data they felt would be instructionally valid in
changing the selected behavior. This typically included anecdotal notes taken during the course
of the lesson and their own perceptions and suggestions. The importance of not structuring the ir
feedback was purposeful in that it aided in maintaining the integrity of a realistic supervisory
environment.
Reliability checks were maintained across each behavior and placement in order to insure
that there was no observer drift. An independent data collector established interobserver
agreement twice in each placement across both teacher and student behaviors. These reliability
checks met the accepted level of .80 for all the data sessions observed.
Conclusions
Within the limits of this study, and as a result of analyzing data through the alternating
treatment design, visual inspection, and single case measurement criteria, the following
conclusions are drawn:
1) When viewed in relation to the previous intervention phase or baseline phase which it
followed, each of the teacher and student variables for both subject X and subject Y were
positively impacted upon the intervention of systematically collected data with two exceptions.
These exceptions were subject X’s teacher behavior (positive feedback) at the elementary school
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level and subject Y’s teacher behavior (management) at the high school level. There was an
improvement across subjects for a total of eleven out of the twelve dependant variables.
2) When viewed in relation to the previous intervent ion phase or baseline phase which it
followed, all but one of the teacher and student variables for both subject X and subject Y were
positively impacted upon the intervention of systematically collected data and prescriptive
feedback. During subject Y’s middle school placement, the intervention of data and prescriptive
feedback was not successful in that the teacher behavior of management percent did not move in
the desired direction and only met one of the measurement criteria for improvement – latency.
However, eleven of the twelve behaviors that were met with the treatment of data and
prescriptive feedback did demonstrate improvement.
3) When viewed in relation to the previous intervention phase or baseline phase which it
followed, all but one of the teacher and student variables for both subject X and subject Y were
positively impacted upon the interventions of data only and data plus prescriptive feedback
across all three levels of education. During subject Y’s middle school placement, the intervention
of data and prescriptive feedback was not successful in that the teacher behavior of management
did not meet the criteria for improvement. Nevertheless, over 90% of the remaining variables
did meet the criteria for improving.
4) Careful analyses of the data details that one particular intervention did not consistently
out perform the other in relation to any single variable (teacher or student) or across any specific
level of education (elementary, middle, or high) resulting in no order effects. There was an even
division of performance superiority with each intervention demonstrating a positive impact on
six different variables across all levels.
5) Analysis of the data demonstrates that greater effects were not seen in the ordering of
data and prescriptive feedback followed by the provision of merely systematically collected data.
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What was found however was that across all levels and teacher and student variables that the
order not did have an effect, but the variable of time became an issue. The data responded in
such a fashion that whichever intervention of the two was applied second, that is, later in the
design, the behavior during that treatment phase experienced a greater impact. This is to say that
the intervention that was second in the treatment order performed better than the initial
treatment.
Recommendations
Based upon this investigation and the results of this study, the researcher proposes the
following recommendations for future research
1. Extensions of this research methodology and intervention type to diverse populations and
environments such as rural, urban, and suburban settings as well as for ethnic cultures and
nationalities. This will only serve to increase the ability to generalize the findings across
populations.
2. Alterations to the data collection responsibilities as experienced in this study. The
cooperating teacher should be trained to utilize a behavior collection system such as the WVU
TES, which adds realism to the supervisory environment. Using a computer-based program may
also encourage the cooperating teachers to engage in the data collection process in terms of
making the process more efficient.
3. The existence of the university supervisor should be lessened in terms of on-site
presence. This will create a more realistic atmosphere in which to view the effects of the data.
4. Changes in the supervisory training of the cooperating teachers should include critical
questioning techniques in line with the clinical supervision model.
5. Investigation of multiple behaviors for both teacher and student would lend more validity
and generalizability to the interventions utilized.
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6. Emphasis on the rate of change in instructional behavior sequences. Instead of viewing
mutually exclusive behaviors, a wider lens should be applied looking at the chaining of
behaviors and the rate of performing these chains of instructional behaviors.
7. Investigation into whether the positive impact on a targeted behavior has concomitant
changes on other variables.
8. Changes in the supervisory conferencing strategies utilized in postlesson conferencing.
Replacing a more supervisor directed style with a more interactive and mutually beneficial
model.
9. Parceling out the different components of the “packages” utilized in early interventions to
investigate the effects of the different parts on the student teachers behavior and that of their
students.
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APPENDIX A
WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY TEACHING EVALUATION SYSTEM
STUDENT AND TEACHER BEHAVIOR CODE DEFINITIONS
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Student Response Class Behavior Codes, Collectively the Student Behavior Profile

Student
Behavior

Description

Motor
appropriate

Student is engaged in a subject matter motor activity in such a way as
to produce a high degree of success.

Motor
inappropriate

Student is engaged in a subject matter motor activity but the task is
either too difficult for the individual’s capabilities or is so easy
that practicing it could not contribute to lesson goals.

Cognitive

Student is appropriately involved in a cognitive task such as listening
to a teacher describe a game, listening to verbal instructions about
how to organize, watching a demonstration, participating in a
discussion, watching a film, etc.

Motor
supporting

Student is engaged in a subject matter motor activity the purpose of
which is to assist others to learn or perform the activity.

On task
management

Student is appropriately engaged in carrying out an assigned non subject
matter task (management, transition, warm- up task, etc.) such as
moving into squads, placing equipment, counting off, doing warm- up
exercises, moving from the gym to a playing field, etc.

Off task

Student is either not engaged in the appropriate activity or is engaged in
an appropriate one such as behavior disruptions, misbehavior, talking
when a teacher is explaining a skill, misusing equipment, fooling
around, fighting, or other wise disrupting a drill, etc.

Interim

Student is engaged in a non- instructional aspect of an ongoing activity
such as retrieving balls, fixing equipment, changing sides of a court in
a tennis match, etc.

Waiting

Student has completed a task and is awaiting the next instructions or
opportunity to respond such as waiting in line for a turn, waiting for
the next teacher direction, standing on a sideline waiting to enter a
game, or waiting for an activity to begin, etc.
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Teacher Response Class Behavior Codes, Collectively the Teacher Behavior Profile

Teacher
Behavior

Description

General
observation

Teacher is watching student groups or individuals engaged in any
category of student beha vior and must not be engaged in any other
category of teacher behavior. This category includes passive
supervision and there is no relationship of the observation to an
instructional focus.

Encouragement

Teacher makes a verbal statement the purpose of which is to enhance the
student’s perception of their ability to accomplish a subsequent task.

Positive
feedback

Teacher makes a positive verbal statement or gesture following an
appropriate student behavior (skill or organiza tional) designed to
increase or maintain such responses in the future. The statement must
follow soon enough after the behavior that the student clearly
associates it with the behavior.

Corrective
feedback

Teacher makes a critical verbal statement or gesture following an
inappropriate student behavior (skill or organizational) clearly
designed to decrease such responses in the future. The statement must
follow soon enough after the behavior that the student clearly
associates it with the behavior.

Management

Teacher is engaged in carrying out a non-subject matter task (setting up
equipment, taking roll, collecting papers, etc.) and may be directing
students verbally in a management task.

Verbal
instruction

Teacher is verbally describing to the student how to do a skill, or is using
a verbal prompt to direct students in attempting a skill or activity.

Modeling

Teacher demonstrates to students how to do a subject matter task, or
participates with students in a subject matter task or activity.

Physical
guidance

Teacher physically guides a student through a subject matter task or
activity.

Non-task
verbal

Teacher talks to students about non-subject matter and non- managerial
subjects.

Off task

Teacher is not paying attention to what are his or her responsibilities
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regarding the class at hand.
Specific
observation

Teacher is watching one student, pairs, or small groups engaged in a
subject matter task in order to give feedback related to performance.
Teacher must be close enough to the student that the observation of a
specific performance is clear.
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APPENDIX B
STUDENT AND COOPERATING TEACHER
BEHAVIOR DEFINITION TRAINING
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Student Be havior Definitions
Fill in as many of the category definitions with the appropriate category. Record the number
you achieve correct in the allotted time of three minutes. Seven out of eight correct is passing.
Category

Definition
The student is appropriately engaged in carrying out an assigned

_____________________ non-subject-matter task (a management task, a transition task, a
warm up task).
The student is engaged in a non-instructional aspect of an ongoing
_____________________ activity.
The student is engaged in a subject matter motor activity the
_____________________ purpose of which is to assist others to learn or perform the activity.
The student is either not engaged in an activity in which he or she
_____________________ should be engaged, or is engaged in an activity other than the one in
which he or she should be engaged.
The student is engaged in a subject matter motor activity in such a
_____________________ way as to produce a high degree of success.
The student has completed a task and is awaiting the next
_____________________ instructions or opportunity to respond.
The student is appropriately involved in a cognitive, subject matter
_____________________ task.
The student is engaged in a subject motor activity but the task is
_____________________ either to difficult for the individual’s capabilities or is so easy that
practicing it could not contribute to lesson goals.
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Teacher Behavior Definitions
Fill in as many of the category definitions with the appropriate category. Record the number
you achieve correct in the allotted time of five minutes. Ten out of eleven correct is passing.
Category

Definition

_____________________ The teacher makes a negative or critical verbal statement or gesture
following an inappropriate student behavior (skill or
organizational) clearly designed to decrease such responses in the
future.
_____________________ The teacher is watching one student engaged in a subject matter
task for the purpose of providing feedback related to performance.
The teacher position must be proximal to the student position so
that observation is clearly focused on a specific student who is
performing.
_____________________ The teacher makes a positive verbal statement or gesture following
an appropriate student behavior (skill or organizational) clearly
designed to increase or maintain such responses in the future.
_____________________ The teacher is watching student groups or individuals engaged in
any category of student behavior. The teacher must not be engaged
in any other category of teacher behavior in order to record this
category.
_____________________ The teacher is not paying attention to what are clearly his or her
responsibilities regarding the class at hand.
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_____________________ The teacher is verbally describing to the students how to do a skill,
or is using a verbal prompt to direct students in attempting a skill or
activity.
_____________________ The teacher makes a verbal statement the purpose of which is to
enhance the student’s perception of their ability to accomplish a
subsequent task.
_____________________ The teacher physically guides a student through a subject matter
task or activity.
_____________________ The teacher talks to students about non-subject-matter and nonmanagerial subjects.
_____________________ The teacher is engaged in carrying out a non-subject- matter task.

_____________________ The teacher demonstrates to students how to do a subject matter
task, or participates with students in a subject matter task or
activity.
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APPENDIX C
PROCEDURAL FIDELITY CHECKLISTS
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Procedural Fidelity Checklists for Baseline and Interventions Phases

Baseline Phase – No Data Sharing or Prescriptive Feedback
q
q
q

Cooperating teacher not collect behavioral data of any sort on student teacher.
Cooperating teacher will not provide prescriptive feedback to student teacher.
Cooperating teacher will not make evaluative statements regarding student teachers
performance.

Intervention I – Data Sharing Only
q
q
q
q

Cooperating teacher will provide the student teacher with definitions of behavioral
terms selected as needing improvement.
Cooperating teacher will provide only the quantitative data collected on the behavior.
Cooperating teacher will not provide prescriptive feedback to student teacher.
Cooperating teacher will not make evaluative statements regarding student teachers
performance.

Intervention II – Data Sharing Plus Prescriptive Feedback
q
q
q
q

Cooperating teacher will provide the student teacher with definitions of behavioral
terms selected as needing improvement.
Cooperating teacher will provide quantitative data collected on the behavior.
Cooperating teacher will provide prescriptive feedback to student teacher (strengths,
goals, and/or strategies).
Cooperating teacher can make evaluative statements regarding student teachers
performance.
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APPENDIX D
DATA COLLECTION RECORDING SHEET
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Data Collection Recording Sheet - Example
Cooperating Teacher’s Data Provision Guide
Teacher Response Class – Data and Prescriptive Feedback
q Cooperating teacher will provide the student teacher with definitions of behavioral terms selected as
needing improvement.
q Cooperating teacher will provide quantitative data collected on the behavior.
q Cooperating teacher will provide prescriptive feedback to student teacher (strengths, goals, and/or
strategies).
q Cooperating teacher can make evaluative statements regarding student teachers performance.

Student Response Class – Data Only
q Cooperating teacher will provide the student teacher with definitions of behavioral terms selected as
needing improvement.
q Cooperating teacher will provide quantitative data collected on the behavior.
q Cooperating teacher will not provide prescriptive feedback to student teacher
q Cooperating teacher will not make evaluative statements regarding student teachers performance.

Contextual Information
Students:

Grade level:

Instructional Style:

Lesson Objective

Descriptive Notes:

Sport Activity:
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Data Collection Recording Sheet - Example

Student Teacher Data Guide
Teacher Response Class
MANAGEMENT
The teacher is engaged in carrying out a non-subject matter task (e.g., setting up equipment,
taking roll, collecting papers, explaining station rotations, etc.). The teacher may be directing
students verbally in a management task.

______________Frequency

______________Duration

Strategies for Improvement
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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APPENDIX E
SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW OF STUDENT TEACHERS
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Semi-Structure Interview
The following protocol represents the format and sequence for conducting the semistructured interview to elicit information pertaining to how the student teachers processed and
utilized the data and feedback presented to them by the cooperating teachers.
Note: Label tape with participant name and date
“I appreciate you taking the time to talk to me today. I am collecting information
concerning the effects of cooperating teachers’ feedback on your performance as a student
teacher. I am collecting this information in hopes of providing some insight into how we can
improve the student teaching experience for all those involved; cooperating teacher, university
supervisor, and yourself the student teacher.”
“I am excited about having the opportunity to get your reactions to your student teaching
experience. I would like to tape record what you have to say so I don’t miss of it. I don not want
to take the cha nce of relying on just notes and miss something or accidentally change your words
somehow. So if you don’t mind, I would like to use the tape recorder. If you want me to turn off
the taper recorder at any point in the interview, please say so.” (Start tape).
“I appreciate your participation in this interview but I want to assure you that you as a
participant have some rights. First, your participation in the interview is completely voluntary.
You may refuse to answer any questions or withdraw from the interview at any time. The
interview results will be strictly confidential. Excerpts of the interview may be published or
made public, but names or identifying details will not be revealed. The only people who will
have access to the complete tape and transcript will be the secretary who transcribes the tape, Dr.
Hawkins who is my dissertation chair, and myself. Do you have any questions right now about
what I’m doing, why I’m doing it, or what I’ll do with this information? If you have any
questions as we go along, or after the interview is over, please feel free to ask them.”
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Interview questions
Note: Questions relating to “placements” requires an answer to all three practicum sites
(elementary, middle, and high school).

1. “What school(s) did you perform your student teaching physical education field practicum?”

2. “Describe the facilities at each of your teaching placements. How would you rate them?”

3. “How many planning periods did you have during the week at each placement?”

4. “During this study, at the onset of each placement, you were provided with no feedback what
so ever from the cooperating teacher.” “What was your reaction to this?” “In what way did this
effect your teaching and planning?”

5. “Some teachers judge success by student enjoyment, others by how well students meet
certain outcomes, while other teacher judge success by how comfortable they feel with the
content being delivered. How do you think the WVU teacher education program judges
success?” “How do you think the cooperating teachers judged success?” “How do you
personally judge success in your own teaching?”

6. “When the cooperating teachers began to provide feedback to you on a specific behavior,
how did you use this information in your planning and teaching?”

7. “To what degree did you find their feedback useful?”
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8. “While the cooperating teachers provided you specific feedback on the performance of one
behavior, they also provided you with some empirical data on a different behavior. How did you
use this in your planning and teaching?”

9. “To what degree did you find this useful?”

10. “In what way did you use the empirical data during your placements?”

11. “You have experienced several types of supervision in your undergraduate teaching
preparation at West Virginia University. Regarding instructional behaviors you have received
feedback from peers, instructors, professors, cooperating teachers, and even from self-analysis.
Describe the supervision model do you feel aids you in improving your teaching the most.”

12. “Describe what would be to you the perfect relationship between a cooperating teacher and
a student teacher.” “What would the interactions look like between them in regards to the
supervision of the student teachers’ teaching behaviors?”

“I have reached the end of my list of questions. Before we turn off the tape recorder off, are there
any things that you can think of right now that you wished you had said, but forgot to say?”
“Are there things about physical education teaching that you would like to talk about that I
haven’t asked you?”
“It may be that tonight, or over the next few days you will think of some things that seem
important but forgot to mention. I’d really appreciate it if you could grab a note pad and jot those
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thoughts down if you think about it. I’ll call you in about a week or so just to touch base, and we
can add them on to the end of the tape if you like.”
“I’d really like you to know how much I appreciate your time and participation in this study.
Thank you.” (Stop tape).
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APPENDIX F
SUBJECT CONSENT FORM
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Insert Date
Dear Student Teacher,
The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the research I am hoping to conduct. With your permission, I
would appreciate utilizing you as a participant in my research study. I am currently enrolled as a doctoral
student in the Physical Education Teacher Education Program (PETE) at West Virginia University.
Additionally, I am employed as a Graduate Teaching Assistant in that same program.
I am interested in investigating the effects of cooperating teacher provided data on the behavior of
preservice teachers across three educational levels (elementary, middle, high school). Concomitantly, I
am also interested in what difference does just providing systematically collected data without feedback
have on the same preservice teachers’ performance. My records indicate that you are scheduled to student
teacher upcoming fall semester 2001. Specifically, my study is designed to determine what is the most
advantageous model for providing data to student teachers during their student teaching field placement.
Very few studies if any have attempted to use multiple data sessions coupled with live data collection and
differing contexts to investigate this research interest.
You will be asked to complete a self-paced training program, which involves familiarizing yourself with
the WVU Teacher Education response class definitions for teacher and student behaviors. This training
would require at or about thirty minutes of time depending on your existing familiarity with the terms. If
you agree to participate in this research project, you will be asked to follow the same protocol as any
student teacher. The exceptions will be that at specified times; you will not be provided with any
feedback whatsoever. During these times a researcher will simply collect data on varying student and
teacher behavior percentages. Depending on which intervention phase you are currently in, you the
student teacher will receive the appropriate type of intervention (either data w/ feedback or only data).
Following your student teaching placement, you will be asked to sit for an interview, which will be
audiotaped. Only the researchers will have access to your feedback statements and accompanying student
teacher profile. To guarantee anonymity, pseudonyms will be used throughout the study as well as within
the research paper. At no time will real names be utilized. Upon completion of the study, the feedback
statements, behavior data, and audiotapes will be destroyed.
I appreciate your time and consideration. If you need additional information, please do not hesitate to call
me at 304-293-3295 ext. 5249 between the hours of 8 am and 4 pm.
Thank you for your assistance and time,
J. Scott Townsend
West Virginia University
P.O. Box 6116
Morgantown WV, 26505-6116
E-mail: jtownse3@wvu.edu
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APPENDIX G
PHASE CHANGE DATA ANALYSIS
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Subject X

Elementary School Placement

Teacher Behavior - Positive Feedback (rpm)

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

Mean
0.250
2.029
1.779

Level
0.274
1.280
1.006

Trend
-1.062
-1.105
-0.043

Variability
0.166
0.417
0.251

Latency
~
~
0

Data & PF
Baseline
Difference

2.029
1.187
-0.842

2.261
1.030
-1.231

-1.105
1.025
2.130

0.417
0.165
-0.252

~
~
0

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

1.187
1.581
0.394

1.349
1.870
0.521

1.025
-1.006
-2.031

0.165
0.199
0.034

~
~
0

Student Behavior - On Task Management (%)

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

Mean
20.85
17.97
-2.88

Level
28.35
18.14
-10.21

Trend
1.00
-1.04
-2.04

Variability
8.50
1.75
-6.75

Latency
~
~
0

Data Only
Baseline
Difference

17.97
20.73
2.76

16.39
16.57
0.18

-1.04
1.20
2.24

1.75
2.98
1.23

~
~
0

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

20.73
16.25
-4.48

21.56
19.80
-1.76

1.20
-1.19
-2.39

2.98
2.70
-0.28

~
~
0
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Subject X

Middle School Placement

Teacher Behavior - Management (%)

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

Mean
52.82
40.08
-12.74

Level
53.15
39.56
-13.59

Trend
-1.59
1.07
2.66

Variability
17.57
17.00
-0.57

Latency
~
~
0

Data Only
Data & PF
Difference

40.08
38.74
-1.34

42.40
44.71
2.31

1.07
-1.06
-2.13

17.00
11.40
5.60

~
~
0

Student Behavior - Waiting (%)

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

Mean
39.16
7.99
-31.17

Level
54.57
25.00
-29.57

Trend
1.77
-16.50
-18.27

Variability
17.36
9.92
-7.44

Latency
~
~
0

Data & PF
Data Only
Difference

7.99
2.18
-5.81

9.85
2.72
-7.13

-16.50
-3.20
13.30

9.92
1.96
-7.96

~
~
0
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Subject X

High School Placement

Teacher Behavior - Non Task Verbal (%)

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

Mean
0.00
0.97
0.97

Level
0.00
0.16
0.16

Trend
0.00
2.74
2.74

Variability
0.00
0.68
0.68

Latency
~
~
0

Data Only
Baseline
Difference

0.97
0.88
-0.09

0.96
1.13
0.17

2.74
-1.53
-4.27

0.68
0.46
-0.22

~
~
0

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

0.88
3.17
2.29

0.34
1.29
0.95

-1.53
1.39
2.92

0.46
1.28
0.82

~
~
0

Student Behavior - Interim (%)

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

Mean
36.57
21.58
-14.99

Level
40.03
21.08
-18.95

Trend
-1.03
-1.24
-0.21

Variability
13.26
5.59
-7.67

Latency
~
~
0

Data & PF
Baseline
Difference

21.58
25.29
3.71

17.76
16.77
-0.99

-1.24
1.27
2.51

5.59
7.38
1.79

~
~
0

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

25.29
18.91
-6.38

29.58
18.73
-10.85

1.27
-1.22
-2.49

7.35
3.25
-4.13

~
~
0
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Subject Y

Elementary School Placement

Teacher Behavior - Corrective Feedback (rpm)

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

Mean
0.283
1.185
0.902

Level
0.229
1.330
1.101

Trend
-1.379
1.228
2.607

Variability
0.271
0.206
-0.065

Latency
~
~
0

Data Only
Baseline
Difference

1.185
0.810
-0.375

1.429
1.288
-0.141

1.228
-1.799
-3.027

0.206
0.373
0.167

~
~
0

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

0.810
2.133
1.323

0.378
1.571
1.193

-1.799
-1.163
0.636

0.373
0.331
-0.042

~
~
0

Student Behavior - Motor Appropriate (%)

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

Mean
9.44
25.49
16.05

Level
5.68
14.57
8.89

Trend
-1.69
-1.01
0.68

Variability
3.53
5.84
2.31

Latency
~
~
0

Data & PF
Baseline
Difference

25.49
22.63
-2.86

27.56
24.27
-3.29

-1.01
-1.07
-0.06

5.84
1.37
-4.47

~
~
0

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

22.63
30.71
8.08

20.92
20.13
-0.79

-1.07
1.93
3.00

1.37
10.36
8.99

~
~
0
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Subject Y

Middle School Placement

Teacher Behavior - Management (%)

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

Mean
44.91
58.85
13.49

Level
56.01
58.29
2.28

Trend
1.49
-1.17
2.26

Variability
10.21
10.45
0.24

Latency
~
~
0

Data & PF
Data Only
Difference

58.85
28.65
-30.20

43.30
17.07
-26.23

-1.17
1.32
2.49

10.45
8.66
-1.79

~
~
0

Data Only
Baseline
Difference

28.65
41.05
12.40

17.07
42.66
6.43

1.32
-1.08
2.40

8.66
2.27
6.39

~
~
0

Student Behavior - Waiting (%)

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

Mean
32.02
21.01
-11.01

Level
25.68
11.28
-14.40

Trend
-1.46
-1.01
-0.45

Variability
6.18
9.18
3.00

Latency
~
~
0

Data Only
Data & PF
Difference

21.01
3.96
-17.05

11.28
3.30
-12.27

-1.01
-1.74
0.73

9.18
4.18
-5.00

~
~
0

Data & PF
Baseline
Difference

3.96
2.69
-1.27

3.30
0.29
-9.63

-1.74
17.50
19.24

4.18
3.40
-0.78

~
~
0
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Subject Y

High School Placement

Teacher Behavior - Management (%)

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

Mean
46.74
33.25
-13.49

Level
52.33
50.72
-1.61

Trend
1.46
-1.81
-3.27

Variability
13.74
12.96
-0.78

Latency
~
~
0

Data & PF
Baseline
Difference

33.25
45.75
12.50

21.08
38.35
17.27

-1.81
1.05
2.86

12.96
9.03
-3.93

~
~
0

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

45.75
28.66
-17.09

43.10
51.79
8.69

1.05
-1.11
-2.16

9.03
13.93
4.90

~
~
0

Student Behavior - Off Task (%)

Baseline
Data Only
Difference

Mean
6.21
5.26
-0.95

Level
13.31
6.51
-6.80

Trend
7.11
-1.34
-8.45

Variability
5.88
1.13
-4.75

Latency
~
~
0

Data Only
Baseline
Difference

5.26
6.95
1.69

4.77
6.54
1.77

-1.34
-1.11
0.23

1.13
2.21
1.08

~
~
0

Baseline
Data & PF
Difference

6.95
0.11
-6.84

4.97
0.00
-4.97

-1.11
0.00
1.11

2.21
0.26
-1.95

~
~
0
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APPENDIX H
WVU TES RAW DATA
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General Observation

Encouragement

Positive Feedback

Corrective Feedback

Management

Verbal Instruction

Subject X
Elementary School Placement
Teacher Behaviors

Observation 1
Observation 2
Baseline
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Intervention 1 Observation 8
Data & PF
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Baseline 2
Observation 13
Return
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16
Intervention 2 Observation 17
Data Only
Observation 18
Observation 19
Observation 20

5.36
10.88
5.82
4.80
4.83
10.19
2.01
1.51
3.31
0.62
4.54
2.37
4.12
6.35
0.00
0.00
2.81
0.00
8.35
1.90

0.000
0.000
0.073
0.000
0.000
0.099
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.280
0.000
0.296
0.469
0.000
0.660
0.000

0.464
0.000
0.291
0.221
0.274
1.280
2.480
2.230
1.910
2.017
2.261
1.030
1.310
1.060
1.349
1.870
1.520
1.337
1.510
1.670

0.093
0.140
0.291
1.700
0.353
0.591
0.725
0.657
0.857
0.765
0.693
0.516
0.526
0.935
0.580
1.570
0.586
2.060
0.924
1.370

57.23
55.35
66.12
20.54
54.66
39.20
65.09
42.45
45.65
30.75
35.35
65.53
31.56
51.29
35.08
35.85
60.95
46.48
52.31
52.76

22.56
31.24
17.55
38.92
33.27
24.74
18.05
25.63
22.63
39.53
36.24
14.35
43.06
24.92
38.08
31.96
13.54
12.26
19.82
19.40

Interobserver
Agreement

0.59
2.82

0.000 1.827 0.794 26.01 41.51
0.000 1.120 1.891 43.12 15.27

IA - 10
IA - 18
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Non Task Verbal

Off Task

Specific Observation

2.67
2.10
2.68
10.37
2.23
4.35
1.15
6.03
4.03
2.69
2.17
5.03
1.70
3.31
5.86
5.76
3.51
5.68
1.39
6.64

0.00
0.00
1.16
2.66
0.00
2.21
0.00
1.02
1.37
1.18
0.92
0.00
0.00
0.20
0.60
0.00
0.10
0.45
0.00
1.79

0.93
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.87
0.00
0.45
0.00
0.70
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.44
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

8.88
0.00
4.68
16.54
4.33
17.15
9.21
18.45
23.55
17.71
20.78
9.85
16.66
8.91
17.60
21.05
15.05
29.30
14.99
30.78

Interobserver
Agreement

3.38 1.15
4.16 1.26

IA - 10
IA - 18

Interobserver Agreement

Physical Guidance

Observation 1
Observation 2
Baseline
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Intervention 1 Observation 8
Data & PF
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Baseline 2
Observation 13
Return
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16
Intervention 2 Observation 17
Data Only
Observation 18
Observation 19
Observation 20

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Modeling

Subject X
Elementary School Placement
Teacher Behaviors Continued

0.0092
0.0139
0.0169
0.0663
0.0099
0.0394
0.0517
0.0656
0.0765
0.0834 1.83
0.0568
0.0530
0.0584
0.0605
0.0863
0.0919
0.0878
0.1478 1.12
0.0901
0.1470

2.57 0.00 19.87 0.0882
0.00 0.00 31.68 0.1149
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Motor Appropriate

Motor Appropriate - Freq.

Motor Inappropriate

Cognitive

Motor Supporting

On Task Management

Subject X
Elementary School Placement
Student Behaviors

Observation 1
Observation 2
Baseline
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Intervention 1 Observation 8
Data Only
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Baseline 2
Observation 13
Return
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16
Intervention 2 Observation 17
Data & PF
Observation 18
Observation 19
Observation 20

9.27
11.16
11.72
12.41
23.61
28.20
30.55
40.41
38.61
41.21
44.16
29.27
32.11
26.42
35.47
39.22
29.39
20.21
32.86
51.34

6.00
6.00
11.00
12.00
13.00
12.00
31.00
13.00
12.00
18.00
14.00
13.00
17.00
14.00
28.00
18.00
29.00
7.00
13.00
31.00

0.32
0.00
0.00
0.18
0.00
0.19
0.24
0.41
1.56
0.00
0.00
0.71
0.41
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.00
0.00
0.44

41.35
13.10
18.93
12.92
8.49
20.53
16.28
1.33
5.33
27.78
17.13
27.38
25.87
16.18
27.13
7.46
8.82
5.01
12.48
11.52

7.31
0.00
2.38
5.43
0.00
0.00
5.93
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

6.51
25.39
23.44
20.59
28.35
18.14
15.91
20.87
18.46
18.05
16.39
16.57
21.12
23.67
21.56
19.80
13.88
18.38
15.38
13.85

Interobserver
Agreement

39.72 16.00
19.15 9.00

0.00
0.00

28.39
8.53

0.00
0.00

17.66
18.12

IA - 10
IA - 18
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Interim

Waiting

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Observation 1
Observation 2
Baseline
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Intervention 1 Observation 8
Data Only
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Baseline 2
Observation 13
Return
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16
Intervention 2 Observation 17
Data & PF
Observation 18
Observation 19
Observation 20

2.27
0.00
0.48
3.88
1.48
0.00
5.04
2.18
0.18
2.06
1.49
1.34
3.95
2.09
0.98
0.00
1.06
8.02
3.71
0.39

13.54
12.51
7.83
6.06
6.74
4.16
6.45
3.10
5.19
3.34
7.51
9.34
9.49
12.49
11.07
13.74
10.11
5.99
7.50
18.44

19.39
37.82
38.19
38.50
31.30
28.75
19.57
31.64
31.01
7.54
13.82
15.37
7.04
19.12
3.45
19.76
36.61
42.36
28.05
4.00

0.0156
0.0052
0.0054
0.0026
0.0086
0.0081
0.0132
0.0091
0.0161
0.0178
0.0152
0.0283
0.0262
0.0295
0.0508
0.0482
0.0540
0.0116
0.0249
0.0927

Interobserver
Agreement

4.48
7.18

5.83
8.83

3.92
37.19

0.0126
0.0186

IA - 10
IA - 18

Interobserver Agreement

Off Task

Subject X
Elementary School Placement
Student Behaviors Continued

17.66

18.12
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Interobserver
Agreement

IA - 6
IA - 13

Corrective Feedback

Management

Verbal Instruction

Intervention 2
Data & PF

Positive Feedback

Intervention 1
Data Only

Encouragement

Baseline

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15

General Observation

Subject X
Middle School Placement
Teacher Behaviors

6.57
13.78
13.08
3.08
6.35
0.61
0.00
4.28
14.09
3.05
1.99
34.85
35.59
37.10
44.74

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.082
0.087
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.279
1.000
0.230
0.230
0.687
0.593
0.821
1.230
2.000
0.793
0.342
1.470
0.716
1.830

0.410
0.480
0.750
0.460
0.766
1.221
0.593
1.068
0.575
0.522
0.793
0.257
0.730
0.626
1.580

69.55
60.12
28.46
53.15
39.56
27.13
39.40
21.86
70.71
42.40
44.71
45.04
43.62
41.87
18.46

6.74
7.16
38.72
27.75
28.34
33.53
33.83
48.68
10.81
17.33
15.08
18.19
14.26
18.22
22.61

0.24 0.000 0.648 1.080 26.13 30.96
32.61 0.000 1.622 0.651 46.62 13.85
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Interobserver
Agreement

IA - 6
IA - 13

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.67
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

13.74
16.54
8.42
11.05
20.49
20.41
18.44
16.74
1.09
31.57
35.06
0.87
0.00
0.00
7.82

13.81 0.00
0.00 0.00

Interobserver Agreement

Specific Observation

1.71
0.00
5.62
2.73
1.10
12.39
2.86
3.53
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.09
0.00

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Off Task

Intervention 2
Data & PF

Non Task Verbal

Intervention 1
Data Only

Physical Guidance

Baseline

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15

Modeling

Subject X
Middle School Placement
Teacher Behaviors Continued

0.0110
0.0220
0.0480
0.0390
0.0459
0.1246 26.13
0.0444
0.0739
0.0013
0.0521
0.0323
0.0000
0.0015 46.62
0.0044
0.0202

0.02 0.00 23.99 0.1231
0.00 0.00 1.65 0.6400
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Motor Supporting

Interobserver
Agreement

Cognitive

Intervention 2
Data Only

Motor Inappropriate

Intervention 1
Data & PF

Motor Appropriate - Freq.

Baseline

Motor Appropriate

Subject X
Middle School Placement
Student Behaviors

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15

2.90
3.12
16.37
4.72
25.94
30.44
27.98
19.73
38.56
40.38
34.58
54.73
52.03
48.58
61.08

5.00
5.00
6.00
13.00
15.00
46.00
13.00
21.00
15.00
9.00
15.00
9.00
16.00
20.00
5.00

0.16
0.00
0.00
1.13
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

26.16
19.21
10.95
23.05
18.31
24.55
32.95
31.18
8.30
0.00
14.94
8.26
3.33
12.75
0.00

3.55
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.01
0.00
1.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

IA - 6
IA - 13

29.74
50.60

52.00
14.00

0.00
0.00

23.03
4.29

2.35
0.00
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Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15

36.85
11.34
20.73
9.18
19.70
9.15
10.30
36.15
41.46
43.05
36.63
22.95
18.30
22.25
22.88

0.97
0.79
0.86
0.85
1.88
1.98
4.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
4.60
2.22
0.00
0.00

14.96
23.32
5.41
6.47
9.11
30.83
12.26
11.81
10.92
6.70
10.39
7.19
13.98
16.40
15.18

14.33
42.15
45.62
54.57
25.00
1.10
12.38
0.00
0.75
9.85
2.72
2.24
5.11
0.00
0.85

0.0050
0.0110
0.0120
0.0090
0.0154
0.1239
0.0320
0.0429
0.0294
0.0145
0.0288
0.0147
0.0331
0.0298
0.0160

IA - 6
IA - 13

8.17
16.65

2.79
3.54

33.88
15.03

0.00
6.09

0.1145
0.0298

Interobserver Agreement

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Interobserver
Agreement

Waiting

Intervention 2
Data Only

Interim

Intervention 1
Data & PF

Off Task

Baseline

On Task Management

Subject X
Middle School Placement
Student Behaviors Continued

0.00

6.09
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Verbal Instruction

Interobserver
Agreement

Management

Intervention 2
Data & PF

Corrective Feedback

Baseline 2
Return

Positive Feedback

Intervention 1
Data Only

Encouragement

Baseline

General Observation

Subject X
High School Placement
Teacher Behaviors

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observatio n 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16

23.54
0.00
0.38
7.42
10.36
47.06
3.34
5.89
9.38
24.89
0.20
32.83
34.23
36.06
66.62
30.74

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.234
0.000
0.000

0.208
0.858
0.079
0.219
0.194
1.540
0.845
0.552
0.458
1.250
1.040
1.270
1.450
0.351
1.147
0.956

0.416
0.572
0.948
1.680
0.970
1.790
1.944
1.183
1.580
0.570
1.426
0.577
0.935
0.351
1.004
0.137

25.53
19.89
20.90
23.30
42.92
19.99
23.60
36.17
33.08
24.74
44.39
39.99
39.34
57.24
13.65
28.05

32.28
49.08
41.12
43.58
27.51
18.25
32.39
19.34
24.89
31.90
18.44
4.85
0.91
0.00
2.46
30.00

IA - 8
IA - 14

5.13
37.18

0.000 0.507
0.000 0.553

1.160
0.332

35.17
57.40

17.36
0.05
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Baseline 2
Return

Intervention 2
Data & PF

Interobserver
Agreement

Interobserver Agreement

Rate of Inst. Sequence

3.42
4.45
10.05
3.29
1.65
1.97
5.89
2.91
1.99
0.62
0.78
1.09
0.00
0.35
0.23
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00

0.00 12.69 0.00 0.0231
0.00 0.83 22.18 0.0703
0.00 0.00 23.11 0.0671
0.00 0.00 15.14 0.0718
0.16 0.00 11.94 0.0485
0.50 0.00 5.91 0.0342
1.88 0.00 25.77 0.0873
1.37 0.00 29.42 0.0696 1.15
0.96 0.00 27.78 0.0303
1.13 0.00 10.60 0.0190
1.17 0.00 27.57 0.0586
0.34 0.00 16.90 0.0038
1.29 0.00 19.16 0.0173
4.01 0.00 0.00 0.0000 3.22
3.99 0.00 8.75 0.0095
3.40 2.83 3.61 0.0000

IA - 8
IA - 14

3.72
0.20

0.00
0.00

1.15
3.22

Off Task

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16

Non Task Verbal

Physical Guidance

Intervention 1
Data Only

Modeling
Baseline

Specific Observation

Subject X
High School Placement
Teacher Behaviors Continued

0.00 32.17 0.0603
0.00 0.00 0.0055
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Motor Appropriate

Motor Appropriate - Freq.

Motor Inappropriate

Cognitive

Motor Supporting

Subject X
High School Placement
Student Behaviors

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Intervention 1 Observation 6
Data & PF Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Baseline 2 Observation 10
Return
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Intervention 2 Observation 14
Data Only Observation 15
Observation 16

25.28
30.38
14.61
15.60
3.45
34.15
37.07
14.17
33.38
19.40
34.64
25.77
41.22
41.67
37.75
37.81

35.00
21.00
21.00
19.00
5.00
39.00
46.00
19.00
37.00
13.00
36.00
25.00
34.00
27.00
30.00
22.00

0.00
0.07
0.00
0.12
0.26
0.08
0.06
0.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.23
1.32
0.08
0.00

6.19
33.27
30.54
27.16
44.24
28.34
12.55
47.27
27.45
30.83
7.00
21.44
6.34
0.00
0.00
1.87

0.00
6.58
2.27
2.15
5.95
0.27
0.00
3.41
2.58
4.79
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Interobserver
Agreement

19.31
36.65

18.00
29.00

0.14
0.16

43.77
0.00

5.71
0.00

Baseline

IA - 8
IA - 14
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Off Task

Interim

Waiting

Observation 1
Baseline
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Intervention 1 Observation 6
Data & PF
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Baseline 2 Observation 10
Return
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Intervention 2 Observation 14
Data Only Observation 15
Observation 16

6.04
3.81
12.81
10.78
12.10
6.51
24.45
7.26
8.18
19.45
0.00
2.00
8.05
0.38
2.30
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.58
0.00
2.85
0.00
2.12
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

52.93
21.57
31.76
40.03
21.08
30.64
22.19
16.30
17.76
16.77
29.54
29.58
18.73
22.88
19.11
14.92

9.54
3.67
7.41
4.14
10.03
0.00
1.61
11.46
8.76
8.55
28.81
21.19
24.39
33.73
40.74
45.39

Interobserver
Agreement

6.13
0.14

0.00
0.00

14.72
21.05

10.18 0.0603
41.99 0.0642

IA - 8
IA - 14

Interobserver Agreement

On Task Management

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Subject X
High School Placement
Student Behaviors Continued

0.0874
0.0573
0.0523
0.0471
0.0087
0.0956
0.1049
0.0258 14.72
0.0571
0.0241
0.0446
0.0038
0.0303
0.0633 21.05
0.0404
0.0242
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Interobserver
Agreement

IA - 12
IA - 19

Management

Verbal Instruction

Intervention 2
Data Only

Corrective Feedback

Baseline 2
Return

Positive Feedback

Intervention 1
Data Only

Encouragement

Baseline

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16
Observation 17
Observation 18
Observation 19
Observation 20
Observation 21

General Observation

Subject Y
Elementary School Placement
Teacher Behaviors

1.72
1.27
13.08
6.09
8.65
5.69
11.18
3.83
8.56
7.11
8.87
14.97
17.27
18.50
4.27
6.76
1.45
5.31
0.00
0.01
1.39

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.305
0.167
0.094
0.000
0.098
0.000
0.124
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.095
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.786
0.722
0.081
0.076
0.381
1.500
1.800
1.190
0.589
2.230
2.720
0.966
1.220
1.060
0.662
1.169
1.480
2.030
1.150
1.830
1.073

0.157
0.316
0.485
0.228
0.229
1.330
0.942
1.091
0.982
1.340
1.429
1.288
0.816
0.759
0.378
1.571
2.260
2.464
2.402
1.942
2.159

55.95
48.62
59.32
66.23
64.68
48.83
52.47
62.88
56.89
47.67
22.38
40.06
41.62
45.45
59.22
45.11
19.53
36.14
28.08
34.59
18.70

28.74
24.23
15.54
25.56
15.97
11.09
12.80
13.97
13.06
11.80
2.74
1.02
4.23
17.01
24.66
29.94
33.57
25.09
25.86
23.92
45.44

17.56 0.000 0.956 1.458 38.66 3.94
1.16 0.000 1.387 2.240 35.07 22.03
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Interobserver
Agreement

1.44
1.36
3.53
1.06
0.56
1.14
0.20
0.63
0.00
0.00
0.95
0.48
0.00
1.00
0.00
2.57
4.61
2.58
1.08
1.47
7.03

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.56
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.23
0.22
0.00
0.00
3.53

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.45
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.29
20.53
6.28
0.00
8.43
26.95
18.28
12.16
17.14
25.86
52.89
34.40
35.53
14.83
10.62
12.81
34.26
23.34
40.74
35.78
18.14

IA - 12
IA - 19

1.68
2.68

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

Interobserver Agreement

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16
Observation 17
Observation 18
Observation 19
Observation 20
Observation 21

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Specific Observation

Intervention 2
Data Only

Off Task

Baseline 2
Return

Non Task Verbal

Intervention 1
Data Only

Physical Guidance

Baseline

Modeling

Subject Y
Elementary School Placement
Teacher Behaviors Continued

0.0078
0.0294
0.0053
0.0088
0.0583
0.0682
0.0785
0.0335
0.0229
0.0578
0.1073
0.0572 1.458
0.0694
0.0556
0.0141
0.0632
0.1351
0.1392
0.1030 2.240
0.1186
0.1032

0.00 32.97 0.0441
0.00 33.06 0.1158
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Interobserver
Agreement

Motor Supporting

Intervention 2
Data Only

Cognitive

Baseline 2
Return

Motor Inappropriate

Intervention 1
Data & PF

Motor Appropriate - Freq.

Baseline

Motor Appropriate

Subject Y
Elementary School Placement
Student Behaviors

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16
Observation 17
Observation 18
Observation 19
Observation 20
Observation 21

13.28
12.56
6.08
9.61
5.68
14.57
25.53
28.56
31.65
25.07
27.56
24.27
22.56
22.77
20.92
20.13
23.90
24.01
40.26
46.27
29.74

8.00
20.00
7.00
20.00
10.00
13.00
14.00
23.00
18.00
16.00
28.00
21.00
13.00
14.00
13.00
15.00
41.00
25.00
12.00
26.00
28.00

1.37
1.47
0.00
1.10
4.14
0.33
1.21
0.94
0.66
0.26
1.61
0.42
0.87
0.33
0.00
0.48
0.38
0.10
0.00
0.32
0.00

28.73
16.49
15.18
20.70
1.72
25.07
11.87
2.36
0.86
9.65
0.00
0.00
2.49
18.54
17.85
23.31
32.22
29.88
27.86
15.19
33.08

24.21
0.00
8.86
0.00
30.71
13.39
18.93
8.47
3.99
7.01
9.24
2.60
25.71
10.74
0.00
3.92
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

IA - 12
IA - 19

23.71
40.22

21.00
14.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
25.12

4.12
0.00
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Interobserver
Agreement

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16
Observation 17
Observation 18
Observation 19
Observation 20
Observation 21

5.40
18.55
17.86
10.25
13.63
14.23
10.44
15.48
21.22
9.70
3.79
3.42
4.55
25.57
20.59
22.87
21.95
18.41
12.21
21.46
7.61

0.92
2.01
1.58
0.48
0.00
3.69
0.00
1.53
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.58
6.02
8.76
4.96
0.48
3.73
0.64
0.00
1.37

6.90
23.73
3.68
18.22
9.17
24.36
27.78
29.80
33.74
39.85
47.27
45.28
38.73
15.14
1.86
7.81
17.64
11.68
4.82
8.60
19.33

19.10
29.99
46.01
39.62
34.91
4.32
4.22
12.82
7.85
7.83
10.52
23.81
3.62
1.61
28.99
16.52
3.40
12.17
14.19
7.95
8.84

IA - 12
IA - 19

5.36
10.35

0.62
0.81

50.19
6.37

16.91 0.0834
17.99 0.0228

Interobserver Agreement

Waiting

Intervention 2
Data Only

Interim

Baseline 2
Return

Off Task

Intervention 1
Data & PF

On Task Management
Baseline

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Subject Y
Elementary School Placement
Student Behaviors Continued

0.0110
0.0294
0.0012
0.0381
0.0063
0.0235
0.0509
0.0570
0.0442
0.0423
0.0938
0.0693 23.71
0.0570
0.0377
0.0105
0.0348
0.1274
0.0505
0.0185 40.22
0.0686
0.1165
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General Observation

Encouragement

Positive Feedback

Corrective Feedback

Management

Verbal Instruction

Subject Y
Middle School Placement
Teacher Beha viors

Baseline 2
Return

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Observation 16
Observation 17

1.83
18.42
2.99
6.86
20.42
0.18
8.46
0.00
21.13
9.70
1.11
25.64
44.46
32.97
31.77
42.90
37.33

0.139
0.000
0.730
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.091
0.000
0.000
0.000

2.840
0.852
0.291
0.389
0.760
0.695
0.479
0.266
0.165
0.392
0.580
0.306
0.000
1.095
0.119
0.220
0.169

1.870
2.000
0.436
1.230
0.651
0.541
0.205
0.266
0.248
1.300
3.411
1.530
0.941
0.821
0.357
0.440
0.399

33.63
35.35
53.03
46.80
56.01
58.29
61.28
72.61
58.81
43.30
17.07
35.19
21.78
32.98
36.23
42.66
39.44

29.02
22.25
25.77
18.36
8.61
13.67
1.54
3.69
11.17
17.18
14.11
23.21
21.45
16.01
21.89
12.27
17.08

Interobserver
Agreement

IA - 3
IA - 16

5.97
43.41

0.069
0.000

0.049
0.207

0.347
0.581

52.27
42.60

21.04
11.87

Baseline

Intervention 1
Data & PF

Intervention 2
Data Only
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Physical Guidance

Non Task Verbal

Off Task

Specific Observation

Observation 1
Observation 2
Baseline
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Interventio n 1 Observation 7
Data & PF Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Intervention 2 Observation 12
Data Only Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Baseline 2 Observation 16
Return
Observation 17

2.87
0.68
0.23
0.56
0.11
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.40
5.21
1.70
1.79
0.82
0.22
0.33
0.27

1.64
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.29
0.00
2.19
0.12
1.33
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.93
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

1.03
0.34
0.00
0.00
0.29
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

17.57
14.26
16.21
20.53
10.41
25.57
26.58
22.55
7.44
24.02
45.95
7.95
4.90
13.22
8.61
0.46
4.53

Interobserver
Agreement

0.02
0.48

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

16.20 0.0479
0.00 0.0065

IA - 3
IA - 16

Interobserver Agreement

Modeling

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Subject Y
Middle School Placement
Teacher Behaviors Continued

0.1397
0.0688
0.0290 52.27
0.0443
0.0162
0.0283
0.0102
0.0099
0.0055
0.0566
0.1463
0.0367
0.0188
0.0289
0.0099
0.0036 42.60
0.0067
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Motor Appropriate

Motor Appropriate - Freq.

Motor Inappropriate

Cognitive

Motor Supporting

Subject Y
Middle School Placement
Student Behaviors

Observation 1
Observation 2
Baseline
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Intervention 1 Observation 7
Data Only Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Intervention 2 Observation 12
Data & PF Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Baseline 2 Observation 16
Return
Observation 17

14.13
14.43
12.42
20.26
28.72
27.75
12.98
21.41
21.96
16.36
45.93
23.49
22.80
34.15
12.56
29.05
20.80

29.00
33.00
16.00
17.00
45.00
41.00
23.00
47.00
26.00
39.00
39.00
40.00
33.00
45.00
27.00
32.00
29.00

3.73
0.28
0.00
0.21
1.58
0.17
0.68
0.31
0.00
0.67
0.23
0.35
0.58
2.08
0.00
0.00
0.00

9.32
21.03
24.06
22.78
1.74
5.84
0.18
1.56
17.48
26.20
14.52
27.46
34.82
6.01
26.80
21.15
23.97

0.00
3.73
8.64
0.00
1.71
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.27
4.83
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.48
0.00
0.24

Interobserver
Agreement

9.19
33.14

29.00
34.00

0.00
0.00

24.69
20.02

9.80
0.00

IA - 3
IA - 16
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Off Task

Interim

Waiting

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Observation 1
Observation 2
Baseline
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Observation 6
Intervention 1 Observation 7
Data Only
Observation 8
Observation 9
Observation 10
Observation 11
Intervention 2 Observation 12
Data & PF Observation 13
Observation 14
Observation 15
Baseline 2 Observation 16
Return
Observation 17

18.70
12.90
15.47
15.39
22.39
35.60
32.78
30.90
10.09
6.04
4.45
9.16
11.02
7.36
10.82
0.00
5.41

0.94
2.29
1.67
1.45
5.08
0.00
4.66
0.00
0.00
3.36
0.45
0.00
0.00
0.00
8.60
0.00
4.30

16.11
5.31
7.44
12.62
13.07
19.33
17.51
19.76
34.88
38.77
29.57
31.22
29.58
50.03
30.79
49.51
40.15

37.08
39.70
30.88
26.79
25.68
11.28
31.17
26.05
15.57
3.30
0.00
8.29
1.89
0.37
9.92
0.29
5.10

0.0856
0.0186
0.0040
0.0311
0.0751
0.0866
0.0422
0.0986
0.8755
0.0855
0.0683
0.0784
0.0547
0.1303
0.0472
0.1062
0.0767

Interobserver
Agreement

15.61
0.00

0.98
0.21

7.80
45.86

31.97 0.0069
0.74 0.0954

IA - 3
IA - 16

Intero bserver Agreement

On Task Management

Subject Y
Middle School Placement
Student Behaviors Continued

31.97

0.74
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General Observation

Encouragement

Positive Feedback

Corrective Feedback

Management

Verbal Instruction

Subject Y
High School Placement
Teacher Behaviors

Observation 1
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Intervention 1 Observation 6
Data & PF Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Baseline 2 Observation 10
Return
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Intervention 2 Observation 14
Data Only Observation 15
Observation 16
Observation 17

67.80
31.94
8.69
24.64
12.94
5.96
11.55
16.24
13.69
16.59
24.67
17.47
19.35
49.66
41.95
45.11
48.78

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.126
0.000
0.000

1.390
0.481
0.353
1.500
0.502
1.100
0.568
0.934
0.981
1.810
1.620
0.906
1.710
1.160
0.753
1.188
2.560

0.559
0.206
0.705
1.120
0.376
1.310
1.042
1.550
1.159
1.990
0.678
1.610
0.570
0.956
0.628
1.336
1.350

27.08
48.79
58.76
52.33
50.72
38.42
36.32
19.74
28.08
38.35
55.82
43.10
51.79
27.81
14.12
24.67
24.91

0.00
16.55
11.22
11.12
28.48
34.41
31.55
24.44
27.55
13.64
0.00
16.06
19.33
7.81
24.91
21.72
6.97

Interobserver
Agreement

12.45
42.34

0.000
0.000

0.947
0.795

1.515
0.681

22.89
13.23

23.12
22.49

Baseline

IA - 8
IA - 15
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Physical Guidance

Non Task Verbal

Off Task

Specific Observation

Observation 1
Baseline
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Intervention 1 Observation 6
Data & PF Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Baseline 2 Observation 10
Return
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Intervention 2 Observation 14
Data Only Observation 15
Observation 16
Observation 17

0.00
0.39
2.95
1.74
1.28
2.68
2.16
0.96
1.13
4.46
0.22
3.27
0.31
0.00
0.27
0.75
0.30

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.84
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
1.44
10.70
12.38
5.00
14.91
13.79
38.80
27.48
18.47
15.29
13.69
5.21
10.20
15.82
4.54
10.83

Interobserver
Agreement

1.09
0.21

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

31.39 0.0568
17.50 0.0037

IA - 8
IA - 15

Interobserver Agreement

Modeling

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Subject Y
High School Placement
Teacher Behaviors Continued

0.0000
0.0080
0.0308
0.0579
0.0146
0.0772
0.0347
0.0639 22.89
0.0627
0.0757
0.0271
0.0486
0.0057
0.0123
0.0104 13.23
0.0123
0.0176
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Motor Appropriate

Motor Appropriate - Freq.

Motor Inappropriate

Cognitive

Motor Supporting

Subject Y
High School Placement
Student Behaviors

Observation 1
Baseline
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Interventio n 1 Observation 6
Data Only Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Baseline 2 Observation 10
Return
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Intervention 2 Observation 14
Data & PF Observation 15
Observation 16
Observation 17

41.84
21.45
16.98
30.06
5.27
15.56
16.64
16.17
19.45
29.19
28.45
21.27
41.08
18.26
32.20
44.71
34.91

18.00
15.00
9.00
30.00
3.00
14.00
23.00
27.00
30.00
25.00
18.00
28.00
25.00
17.00
26.00
22.00
26.00

0.00
1.82
0.13
0.72
0.38
0.34
0.00
0.23
0.19
0.18
0.00
0.53
0.46
1.00
0.00
0.08
0.04

0.00
23.07
33.88
8.10
51.74
9.12
11.95
4.60
7.08
0.00
0.00
9.17
0.00
8.96
1.89
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.90
19.58
0.00
7.40
4.23
3.28
0.00
0.98
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Interobserver
Agreement

20.90
35.41

32.00
29.00

0.02
0.00

4.97
0.38

9.97
0.00

IA - 8
IA - 15
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Off Task

Interim

Waiting

Rate of Inst. Sequence

Observation 1
Baseline
Observation 2
Observation 3
Observation 4
Observation 5
Intervention 1 Observation 6
Data Only Observation 7
Observation 8
Observation 9
Baseline 2 Observation 10
Return
Observation 11
Observation 12
Observation 13
Intervention 2 Observation 14
Data & PF Observation 15
Observation 16
Observation 17

0.00
11.42
18.81
0.07
9.80
17.05
10.59
18.17
16.80
2.42
3.32
22.95
3.87
5.81
12.53
5.32
22.11

0.00
3.07
8.46
13.31
6.51
4.59
6.43
4.03
4.77
6.54
9.34
4.97
0.00
0.59
0.00
0.00
0.00

58.14
35.49
10.69
40.17
15.67
26.01
39.01
27.98
31.76
33.21
41.03
21.80
14.34
25.02
18.46
22.71
18.46

0.00
3.64
11.03
6.89
9.71
7.71
15.54
21.39
15.94
25.16
17.85
18.30
40.23
40.35
34.89
27.16
24.47

0.0683
0.0659
0.0184
0.1194
0.0069
0.0403
0.0705
0.0575
0.0485
0.0507
0.0456
0.0508
0.0257
0.0119
0.0189
0.0542
0.0398

Interobserver
Agreement

16.60
12.87

3.48
0.00

24.39
18.61

19.64
32.72

0.0585
0.0314

IA - 8
IA - 15

Interobserver Agreement

On Task Management

Subject Y
High School Placement
Student Behaviors Continued

3.48

0.00
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1995
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•
•
•
•
•

Drafted, taught, and researched the first ever sport education curriculum and
instruction course designed for implementation in the undergraduate physical
education teacher education curriculum.
Supervised student teachers (K-12)
Collaboratively instructed and supervised a community-based strength training and
fitness education program for children.
Submitted several papers for publication and presentation at national and regional
education conferences.
Bestowed the Outstanding Graduate Assistant Award for 2000-2001, which
recognizes exceptional achievement in teaching, research, and service.

Courses Taught:
Master’s Level Courses
•

PET 370 Lifespan Motor Development
Course Aim: Investigation of the distinguishing features of maturation and
developmental changes of emerging fundamental, specialized, and adaptive
motor skills. Employment of evaluation techniques associated with motor
development assessment will be utilized with a focus on developmental
appropriateness.

Foundational Subdisciplinary Courses
•

PET 198 K Fitness Education for School-aged Children
Course Aim: To introduce to prospective physical education teachers
physiological and measurement systems, conditioning concepts, principles,
and instructional techniques for teaching physical conditioning concepts to
school-aged children.

Curriculum and Instructional Theory Courses
•

PET 126 Implementation of Physical Education K-8
Course Aim: To develop competencies in the design and implementation of
instructional systems and in the effective employment of interactive
pedagogical skills in elementary physical education settings.

•

PET 133 Developing Teaching Skills in Physical Education 6-12
Course Aim: To develop competencies in proactive and interactive
instructional skills in physical education settings.

•

PET 198 P Teaching Sport Education
Course Aim: To develop competencies in the design and implementation of
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employment of interactive pedagogical skills related to such a model in
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•
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Course Aim: To develop competencies in the design and implementation of
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•

PET 3556 How Children Move
Course Aim: To develop competencies in the design, implementation, and
evaluation of developmentally appropriate physical education for
elementary classroom specialists.

Pedagogical Content Knowledge Activities Courses
•
•
•
•

PET 44 Teaching Field Hockey
PET 54 Teachi ng Non-traditional Activities
PET 54 Teaching Bowling and Archery
PET 58 Teaching Softball
-

PCK Activity Course Aims: To introduce to prospective physical education
Teachers’ instructional techniques, concepts, and strategies for teaching
school-aged children the above listed sports and activities

Basic Instruction Activities Courses
•
•

PET 44 Bowling
PET 54 Golf
-

Basic Instruction Activity Course Aims: To provide university students with
opportunities to acquire competency, literacy, and develop enthusiasm via
skill and strategy development for the above listed sports and activities.

Pedagogical Supervision:
Supervision Responsibilities: To employ a systematic observation protocol consisting of
observations, data analyses and interpretations, goal setting, and strategy development for the
purpose of enhancing the instructional effectiveness of prospective physical education teachers
in a variety of pedagogical context.

•

PET 187/8 Student Teaching Field Placements (K-12)
Role: University Supervisor
Context: Elementary (K-5), Middle (6-8), and High (9-12) schools.

•

PET 126 Teaching Physical Education K-5
Role: Collaborative Coordinator, Physical Education Specialist
Cooperating Teacher
Context: Elementary School, Mic ro-teaching

•

PET 133 Developing Teaching Skills in Physical Education 6-12
Role: Instructor / Supervisor,
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-

1994 (spring)

Context: Peer Teaching, Labs, Simulations, and Field-based Clinical
Experiences

•

PET 134 Physical Education Teaching Practicum
Role: Coordinator, University Site Supervisor
Context: Teaching Practicum in University Basic Instruction Program

•

PET 198Z Teaching Lifetime Leisure Pursuits
Role: Instructor, Coordinator, Clinical Site Supervisor
Context: Field-based Clinical Experience

•

PET 177 Adapted PE Clinical Laboratory
Role: Clinical Site Supervisor
Context: Developmental, Aquatic, and Sports clinical labs for persons of
varying degrees of abilities and challenges.

West Virginia University, Morgantown, WV
Physics Instructional Assistant
Instructed a basic instruction activity course university-aged learners enrolled in a softball
activities class.
Accomplishments:
•
Managed and taught bi-weekly instructional experiences
•
Assessed and evaluated student learning within the course

K-12 TEACHING
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Cass Elementary School, Morgantown, WV
Physical Education Specialist (K-5)
Taught physical education in a rural, low SES elementary school utilizing a variety of instructional
styles, methods, and strategies to meet the individual needs of each student.
Accomplishments:
•
Utilized a variety of innovative curriculums including:
Gallahue’s Developmental Curriculum
Graham’s AMTP Curriculum
Pangrazi & Dauer’s Dynamic PE Curriculum
The SPARK Curriculum
Siedentop’s Sport Education Curricular Model
Hellison’s Responsibility Model
•
Taught Using Mosston’s Spectrum of Teaching Styles.
•
Evaluated students applying traditional and authentic forms of assessment
•
Updated fitness testing utilizing the FitnessGram ™
•
Integrated classroom content into the physical education classroom
•
Conducted “Action Research”
•
Communicated regularly with parents
•
Supervised University undergraduates during laboratory teaching experiences
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1996 - 1998

Beacon Heights Elementary, Riverdale, MD
Seat Pleasant Elementary, Seat Pleasant, MD
Elementary Physical Education Specialist (K-6)
Taught physical education classes in a low SES elementary school while experimenting with a
number of contemporary educational interventions to promote personal and social responsibility
while individualizing instruction.

Accomplishments:
•
Utilized a variety of approaches to integrate the health and physical education
curriculum including:
Team teaching
Peer Instruction
Inquiry based / problem solving lessons
Direct and Indirect Instruction
Character Education
Siedentop’s Sport Education Curricular Model
•
Secured special funding for program improvement
•
Nominated for Beginning Teacher of the year Honors by Instructional Staff
•
Communicated regularly with parents
•
Attained increased curricular time for physical education program
•
Designed, instructed, and assessed performance in a Title I funded Multi-disciplinary
movement program
•
Active member of School-Based Management Team
•
Instructed after-school program for at-risk students utilizing integrating movement,
mathematics, and social studies.
•
Facilitator for countywide performance assessment evaluation and training
workshops sponsored by Title I.

PROFESSIONAL
MEMBERSHIPS:

•
•
•

American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation, & Dance (AAHPERD)
Association for Supervision & Curriculum Development (ASCD)
National Association for Sport & Physical Education (NASPE)

PROFESSIONAL
SERVICE

•
•
•

Section Editor of Teaching Elementary Physical Education – Theory to Practice (2001-present)
WVU Physical Education Teacher Education Search Committee Member (2000-2001)
WVU University-Wide Graduate Student Professional Development Steering Committee
(2000)
WVU Future Fit Program, Supervisor (1998-1999)
Title I Performance Based Assessment Workshop Facilitator, Prince Georges County, MD
(1997-1998)

•
•
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• Excellent problem-solving and analytical skills
• Good written and oral communication skills
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• Established word processing, spreadsheet, database, presentation, and statistical
software skills
Certifications
• Master Teacher in Content and Pedagogy from American Master Teachers
Program (Summer 19997)
• K-12 Physical Education Teacher (MDSCI)

HONORS &
AWARDS:

•

Outstanding Graduate Assistant Award (2000-01) - Bestowed for exceptional
achievement in teaching, research, and service.

•

Beginning Teacher of The Year Nomination (1996) – Submitted on behalf of the
School Based Instructional Management Team including faculty, community, and
parents of Beacon Heights Elementary for excellence in teaching and service.

•

Golden Key National Honor Society (1994-present) – Bestowed to top 15% of all
undergraduate majors displaying excellence in academia.

•

Phi Kappa Phi National Honor Society (1995-present) – Bestow to top 5 % of all
undergraduate majors displaying excellence in academia.

•
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PRESENTATIONS: Please refer to separate listing
REFERENCES:
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WORKS IN PROGRESS:
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